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Introduction 


fl book is not a traditional biography, but rather a portrait. In his book on 
Trotsky, the Russian historian, General Dimitri Volkogonov, explains the 
distinction: 
I see a serious difference between a biography and a portrait. If the author 
of a portrait adheres strictly to historic truth, he is entitled to give events 
and individual actions his personal interpretation that may well extend 
beyond purely scientific research. The difference between a political 
portrait and a political biography is the same as the difference between a 
painting and a photograph. ' 


A complete biography of Manstein would have to dwell in detail on the mili- 
tary operations that took place under his command. Such accounts can be found in 
great detail in every work of military history dealing with the Russo-German war 
and with the general history of World War II. This book will not add new 
elements. It will only mention operations in order to describe Manstein’s personal 
part in them and to arrive at a critical evaluation. 

Volkogonov sees Trotsky as the Janus Head of the Revolution. Trotsky will 
remain history’s pantheon as the uncompromising prophet of the communist idea, 
and as its perpetual prisoner. One could describe Manstein as the Janus Head of 
the Wehrmacht who saw himself as the uncompromising prophet of centuries of 
tradition, and yet its perpetual prisoner. The Roman God Janus had one head with 
two opposing faces. To paint a portrait of Manstein on canvas would require the 
art of Picasso, from the period in which he painted heads with more than one face. 
Manstein was a split personality with more than two different heads. Almost all of 
his personalities harbour sharp contradictions, many of them negative. 

For example, he was: 


* aman whose military leadership was admired by fellow Generals, to a point 
where Feldmarschalls senior to him in date of promotion, declared themselves 
willing to subordinate themselves to him, if Hitler were to be removed by a 
coup. At the same time, many disliked him and not a few, among them his first 
sponsor, Generaloberst Beck, held him in open contempt. 

* ascion of a military dynasty, on his father’s, his adoptive father’s and his 
mother’s side, all of whom had served Prussia and Germany for centuries. He 
had been brought up in the best traditions of the German Officer Corps. As 
supreme territorial commander in the Crimea he would not hesitate to actively 
participate in the most heinous crimes committed in Russia. He lowered 
himself to Hannah Arendt’s ‘banality of evil,’ with the request for a few 
watches taken from the bodies of 14,500 Jews in Simferopol who had been 


murdered on his order. 





1 D. Volkonow, Totzki, Das Janusgesicht der Revolution, Diisseldorf 1992, p. 19 f 
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* an unusually well-read man, with a broad knowledge of philosophy and the 
literature of many countries. He was a connoisseur of classical music way 
beyond average, but his knowledge and understanding of history showed 
surprising ignorance. 

* aman who extolled the sanctity of the oath, and yet would repeatedly perjure 
himself at Nuremberg, and at his own trial. 

* aman who, in the first volume of his memoirs, describes his total devotion to 
the sponsor of his career, Generaloberst Beck, and professes the greatest respect 
for his former commander, Feldmarschall von Witzleben. In the second 
volume of his memoirs, he would not even mention their ultimately tragic 
fate, after the failure of the 20 July 1944 plot, let alone write one word of 
commiseration. 

* aman so convinced of his own infallibility that he would blame his own every 
error or shortcoming on his subordinates. 


Many more such contradictions will appear in this book. 


Manstein in Military Literature 


One would have to search through many books dealing with the overall history of 
World War II, or concentrating on the war in Europe, in order to find a work that 
does not contain numerous mentions of Manstein. Surprisingly, there is no biog- 
raphy. Other German commanders, among them Rundstedt, Guderian, Rommel 
and Wenck have had biographies written in Germany and abroad. Feldmarschall 
Walter Model has been the subject of three biographies by K. Leppa, Walter 
Gérlitz and this author, M. Stein.’ Even the almost forgotten Generaloberst 
Blaskowitz has found a biographer.* 

Books in German, and in foreign literature, that treat Manstein some detail, 
can be divided into three main groups as to their subject. Firstly, every work 
describing the battle for France mentions him. He was the creator of the master 
plan Sichelschnitt, that was finally adopted and eventually led to the rapid collapse 
of the French Army. These books tend to concentrate on military aspects and do 
not dwell on Manstein’s personality. 

Secondly, many works have been written about Stalingrad, both by historians 
and by survivors. With few exceptions, they are highly critical and charge Manstein 
with not having lived up to his highest duty. Every book dealing with the ‘resis- 
tance’ movement and the events of 20 July 1944 contains chapters dealing with 
Manstein. Almost all authors are critical of his refusal to join the plot. They tend to 
focus on Manstein because he was the prominent figure among the top German 
commanders. In as much as such attacks concentrate on him, they are exaggerated, 


since almost all Generals acted similarly. 


2K. Leppa, Generalfeldmarschall Walter Model von Genthin bis zu Moskaus Toren, 
Niirnberg 1982, W. Gérlitz, Der Feldmarschall und sein Edkampf an der Rubr, 
Berlin 1975 and M. Stein, Generalfeldmarschall Walter Model — Legende und 
Wirklichkeit, Bissendorf 2001 

3 R. Giziowski, The Enigma of General Blaskowitz, London 1967 
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Thirdly, Holocaust literature mentions him extensively, as he was one of the 
German commanders who participated most actively in the extermination of Jews 
in Russia, by the Einsategruppen, the death squads. So too does the literature 
covering the war-crimes for which Manstein was indicted and also the minutes of 
Manstein’s trial, numbering more than 2,000 pages. 


Manstein in German Military Literature 


A small number of German books deal with Manstein’s personality, but they only 
cover separate short periods. An important work, Die verdammte Pflicht, 
(‘Bounden duty’ in the English version)* has been written by Alexander Stahlberg, 
Manstein’s ADC between 1942 and 1945. Stahlberg was the son of a wealthy 
industrialist. He had remote Jewish ancestry and volunteered for reserve officers’ 
training, in 1935, as the Army continued to provide a ‘small umbrella’ with its own 
justice system. Stahlberg was a cousin of Henning von Tresckow who would 
become the head of the military ‘resistance’ movement. Tresckow arranged for 
Stahlberg to become Manstein’s adc in 1942, hoping that Stahlberg could become 
a vehicle in the attempts to bring Manstein closer to the ‘resistance’ movement. 
Stahlberg stayed with Manstein after the Feldmarschall’s dismissal in 1944 and 
negotiated the terms of his personal surrender with Montgomery. His book is well 
written and shows a good intellectual level. 

Stahlberg gives no detailed account of military operations, but concentrates 
instead on Manstein’s personality. There was something of a father-son relation- 
ship between the two. When Stahlberg took up his duties, Manstein’s eldest son, 
Gero, had just been killed in action. Manstein looked on Stahlberg as something 
close to a surrogate son and took him into his confidence. Stahlberg’s description 
of Manstein is a mixed picture. On one side, he shows sympathy for the man and 
high respect for the commander, but he also discloses Manstein’s attitude to the 
Holocaust. He mentioned what eyewitnesses of slaughters had told him and that 
he had communicated those reports to Manstein who refused to take notice. When 
he joined Manstein’s staff, Stahlberg was not aware of Manstein’s 11th Army’s 
participation in the genocide in the Southern Ukraine and the Crimea. The 
Feldmarschall had already taken command of Army Group Don and had 
attempted the relief of Stalingrad. 

Stahlberg has been attacked by some of Manstein’s defenders for having 
written his book fourteen years after the Feldmarschall’s death. This is hardly a valid 
argument. The time at which a book appears is unimportant, only the content is 
relevant. His book is not exempt from criticism. After the war, Stahlberg opened a 
restaurant in Berlin. When the first edition of his book came out, he was in the 
middle of an expensive third divorce and needed money. His book became a best- 
seller and yielded high returns. At times Stahlberg ‘strays away’ from the truth or 
simply copies from other works, without mention of their authors. He grossly 
exaggerated his own role in the ‘resistance’ movement. Notwithstanding this, his 
work today is accepted by most historians as a prime source on Manstein’s 
character. 


4 A. Stahlberg, Die verdammte Pflicht, Erinnerungen 1932-1945, Berlin 1987 
(henceforth: Stahlberg) 
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Manstein himself held a high opinion of Stahlberg. In the more important of 


his two-volume memoirs, Verlorene Siege (Lost victories) he mentions him: 


... Our thoughts were constantly with our comrades surrounded at 
Stalingrad. My ADC, Lieutenant Stahlberg, was a gifted violinist. He was 
able to provide some distraction by playing records of classical music, and 
discussing a variety of other topics. My former close associate Tresckow 
had brought him to me. He remained constantly at my side until the end 
of the war. During all the years until the surrender he remained my 


faithful aide in all personal matters.” 


Oberst Hans Breithaupt, a friend of the Manstein family, published a short 
book Zwischen Front und Widerstand — Ein Beitrag zur Diskussion um den 
Feldmarschall Erich von Manstein (Between Front and Resistance, a contribution to 
the discussion about Feldmarschall Erich von Manstein).° His book is apologetic 
and inspired by a wish to respond to the growing criticism of Manstein Germany. 
However, the sources quoted by him are very limited in number and contain 
mainly statements that tend to support his purpose. Breithaupt, whose book did 
not elicit much interest from the public, is strongly critical of Stahlberg. While he 
can point to some inconsistencies of detail in Stahlberg’s book, some of which will 
be mentioned in this volume, his main objection is that Stahlberg wrote down 
conversations with Manstein verbatim, something he feels could not be possible 
after forty years had elapsed. One should, however, not discount the possibility 
that an educated man, such as Stahlberg, may well remember conversations that 
appeared fateful to him, and that he also made notes on a daily basis. 

Chapters about Manstein appear in many books of German military history, 
and in the works on the Second World War published by official German institu- 
tions. Their tendency always is to be influenced by the personal views of the 
authors. 

Die Geburt der Tragidie aus dem Geist des Gehorsams, Deutschlands Generiile 
und Hitler, Erfahrungen und Reflexionen eines Frontoffiziers. (The birth of a tragedy 
resulting from the spirit of obedience: Germany’s Generals and Hitler. The experi- 
ence and reflections of a frontline officer.) This book is by the German historian 
Professor Erich Kosthorst. In it there is a chapter devoted to Manstein, under the 
heading: Generalfeldmarschall Erich von Manstein — Exponent eines verabsolutierten 
Soldatentums (a representative of militarism turned into an absolute).” 

Professor Guido Knopp’s TV series for the public German station ZDF, and 
the accompanying books are an important source. In the book accompanying his 
video Hitlers Krieger, (Hitler's warriors) a chapter is devoted to Manstein.*® Knopp 
is a very influential reporter, who has specialised in producing lengthy TV series 


5 E. von Manstein, Verlorene Siege, Bonn 1955, p. 339 f (henceforth: Verlorene 
Siege) 

6 H. Breithaupt, Zwischen Front und Widerstand — Ein Beitrag zur Diskussion um 
den Felmarschall von Manstein, Bonn 1994 (henceforth: Breithaupt) 

7 E. Kosthorst, Die Geburt der Tragidie aus dem Geist des Gehorsams, Deutschlands 
Generale und Hitler — Erfahrungen und Reflexionen eines Frontoffiziers, Bonn 
1998 (henceforth: Kosthorst). 

8 G. Knopp, Hitlers Krieger, Bonn 1998 (henceforth: Knopp). 
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about the Third Reich and World War II. These are shown on public German tele- 
vision and are always accompanied by a book. His technique consists of combining 
newsreels with statements by survivors. His influence is such that few feel able to 
abstain from appearing. Knopp’s productions have a tinge of journalism. 
However, he has been instrumental in bringing the personalities of a number of 
high Wehrmacht commanders, and their darker sides, to the awareness of a wide 
public. His book is an important source, both for the views of former fellow offi- 
cers, and of the members of Manstein’s family, that had not been previously put on 
record. 

The almost daily correspondence during the war, between General Heusinger 
and his wife, has been revealed in Georg Meyer’s recent biography of General 
Heusinger. Throughout the war, General Heusinger was chief of operations at 
OKH. After the war he became the first inspector general of the Bundeswehr. 

During recent years, since this book had already appeared in Germany, there 
has been an upsurge of books dealing with Manstein’s occupation of the Crimea. 
In 2003, Martin Oldenburg published his doctoral thesis, Jdeologie und 
Militérisches Kalkiil. Die Besatzungspolitik der Wehrmacht in der Sowjetunion 1942 
(Ideology and Military Calculation. Occupation policies in the Soviet Union 
1942). Most of Oldenburg’s book deals with Manstein’s policies in the Crimea. 
Apart from the his participation in the genocide, Oldenburg deals with other cruel 
aspects of Manstein’s policies, in particular the systematic famine which he 
enforced upon the civilian population. In 2005, Norbert Kunz published his 
thesis, Die Krim unter deutscher Herrschaft 1941-1944. Germanisierungsutopie und 
Besatzungsrealitat (The Crimea under German domination 1941-1944, Germanic 
utopia and the reality of occupation).'° In 2006, Dr. Oliver von Wrochem’s thesis 
Erich von Manstein. Vernichtungskrieg und Geschichtspolitik (Erich von Manstein. 
War of annihilation and historical politics) was published. This book deals mainly 
with Manstein’s trial and the years after 1945.' 


Manstein in British Military Literature 


Many British books about the Wehrmacht tend for obvious reasons to emphasise 
Rommel, whose operations were mainly conducted against the British Army. He 
was depicted in a heroic image, way beyond his real capacity, by both Churchill 
and General Auchinleck. Churchill mentioned him favourably in a speech in the 
House of Commons, and Auchinleck admonished his soldiers not to be blinded by 
the ‘Rommel myth’. The Rommel hero epic in British literature overlooks the fact 
that Rommel was, for a lengthy period of time, and not without reason, Hictler’s 
favourite General. However, his superiors considered his operations in Africa to be 
‘total lunacy’. 

A number of British works, detailing with 19th century wars and events in 
Europe, convey the impression of a nostalgia for times long gone by. Commanders 
who fought each other were not considered to be enemies, but honourable opponents, 
bound together by a professional camaraderie, and living in times when foreign 


9 henceforth Oldenburg 
10 henceforth Kunz 
11 henceforth Wrochem 
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employment was taken for a variety of reasons. Lack of promotion at home could be a 
reason for moving on, in hopes of higher rewards looming elsewhere. Quarrels with the 
local sovereign, simple financial rewards, or a nascent nationalism, could be reasons for 
taking up service in a foreign Army. 

Scharnhorst, who became the prime reformer of the Prussian Army in the 
19th century, was an officer in the Army of the Count of Schaumburg Lippe. For 
personal reasons he chose to serve the Prince Elector of Hanover who was also King 
of England. Since Scharnhorst was not an aristocrat, he was denied promotion to 
Colonel. The King of Prussia then offered him an aristocratic title and a regiment. 
Clausewitz, the father of German strategic thinking, served as a Colonel in the 
Russian Army, after Prussia had been reduced to a Napoleonic satellite state. One 
of Manstein’s remote ancestors was a Russian General. 

A scion of the famous German military dynasty, von der Schulenburg served 
in the Venetian Army against the Turks. The Prussian General Yorck became a 
German corps commander in Napoleon’s Army, after Napoleon had ordered the 
King of Prussia to join his war against Russia. The British General Macdonald, a 
follower of the House of Stuart, became a Marshal of Napoleon’s army. When 
Napoleon annexed the province of Hanover, many officers escaped to England and 
joined the ‘King’s German Legion.’ After Bismarck incorporated Hanover into 
Prussia, others also joined. In the British Army’s seniority list of 1914, 100 names 
were preceded by a ‘von’ title. 

A somewhat curious work is Richard Brett-Smith’s Hitler’s Generals. In his 
conclusion, Brett-Smith is highly critical of the Wehrmacht, but he turns two of his 
heroes, Manstein and Kesselring into cult figures. Brett-Smith ends his chapter on 
Manstein with the sentence: “If it be by his peers that a man’s qualities should best 
be judged, then Feld-Marschall von Manstein’s reputation is safe for all time.”"” 
The book appeared in 1976. At that time, a number of Manstein’s former fellow 
Generals had gone public in their criticisms of him. 

Albert Seaton, who wrote comprehensive books in English about the Russo- 
German war and the German Army, expressed unfavourable opinions of 
Manstein: 


Among Manstein’s successes were his contributions to the French 
campaign in 1941, the overrunning of the Crimea, and the containing of 
part of the spring 1943 Soviet offensive in the Ukraine. He achieved little 
else. Yet, by the late summer of 1944, his opinion of his own and the 
German Army’s capability had become bizarre. He even thought that, 
with himself as C-in-C, he could outfight both East and West and force 
his enemies to the conference table. The Allied and Russian leadership, 
according to Manstein, was ‘wretched’ (miserabel). He said this at a time 
when German Armies, even Army Groups, were being completely 
destroyed, both in the East and in the West.” 











12 R.Brett-Smith, Hitler’s Generals, London 1966, p. 235 (henceforth Brett-Smith) 
13 A. Seaton, The German Army 1933-1945, New York 1982, p. 216 (henceforth 
Seaton, Army) 
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Seaton’s criticism of Manstein’s ‘draw theory’ is well founded, but the 
remainder of his statement is somewhat exaggerated. It will be referred to in more 
detail later on. Seaton added: 


Manstein was indeed very ambitious, a man of operative genius whose 
great abilities were clouded by a pose of arrogance and conceit. He wanted 
the powers of a Hindenburg and the fame of the elder Moltke, plus a 
unified Oberkommando with himself at its head. Yet, in truth, he was 
uncertain of himself. He had little understanding of human nature and 
his attitude towards his subordinates could be very unpleasant ... How 
close Manstein was to his troops must remain a matter of doubt, for he 
had become stale. He was a man of habit and routine, absorbed by the 
evening ritual of bridge that was forced on his immediate circle. 


This criticism is also partially exaggerated. Manstein did indeed seek the 
authorities mentioned by Seaton, but not because he was unsure of himself. His 
requests, which will be referred to at length, were logical. In fact he was the only 
German commander capable of filling the positions he aspired to. It is obvious that 
his ambitions were doomed to failure under a man like Hitler, but he cannot be 
blamed for that. 

The term ‘bridge ritual’ was appropriate. Manstein had a passion for that card- 
game and it had developed into fanaticism. An officer who had served on 
Manstein’s staff remembers that when a candidate was proposed to Manstein for a 
position on his staff, the first question to him by the Feldmarschall was: “Do you 
play bridge?” If the answer was negative, the officer was ordered to learn to play 
bridge within three weeks, if he wanted to remain on Manstein’s staff. It is some- 
what doubtful if Manstein can be criticized for his love of bridge. Every man needs 
some element of distraction after hours of intensive work, with Manstein it was 
bridge. The ‘bridge ritual’ was hardly the burden that Seaton implies. Manstein’s 
staff was totally devoted to him and not one of his staff officers ever requested his 
transfer on the ground of the daily bridge constraints. 

Manstein had indeed inherited what could be called ‘unbridled arrogance.’ 
General Heusinger wrote about a General von Manstein who had taken part in the 
victorious war against the Austrians at Kéniggratz in 1866. During the battle, that 
General Manstein had received an order from his commander in chief, Moltke the 
elder, and his response was: “Who is this General von Moltke?””” 

Manstein’s British defence attorney, Reginald Paget, wrote a book that should 
have remained unwritten.’® Paget not only performs a disservice for his client but, 
at times, he simply subjects him to ridicule. Paget had already incurred the wrath of 
the British military tribunal for statements at Manstein’s trial that were gross 
National-Socialist propaganda, and for his endeavours to play up to anti-Semitic 
feelings in the German public. “The number of Jews now living in Germany is 


14 Ibid. 

15 A. Heusinger, Der unbequeme operative Kopf, Aufsatz in einer Festschrift der 
Bundeswehr anlaflich des 80. Geburtstags Mansteins 1987. (henceforth 
Heusinger, Kopf) 

16 R. Paget, Earl of Northampton, Manstein — seine Feldziige und sein Prozef’, 1952 
(henceforth Paget) 
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such that I ask myself where they have come from.” As a ‘denier’ of the Holocaust, 
Paget puts himself on the same level as David Irving. His book shows a total lack of 
understanding of the conditions under which Manstein exercised his Commands. 
He gives calculations bordering on absurdity about the number of Jews murdered 
in the Crimea with the participation of Manstein’s 11th Army. Paget's descriptions 
of Manstein’s character and his opinions are simply childish. His book has no 
historic value. However, excerpts from it have been repeatedly quoted, because 
Manstein is its central figure. Parts of it refer to war crimes in which Manstein 
certainly did participate. 


Manstein in French Military Literature 


French writings on the Second World War are concerned mainly with the battle 
for France, and Manstein’s ‘Sichelschnitf plan, which was the decisive element in 
the German victory. Manstein’s personality is treated only incidentally. 


Manstein in Russian Military Literature 
The official Russian Military History Otetchesvennoi Voiny Sovietskogo Soyuza 


(IVOVS), and the memoirs of Russian Commanders were written after Stalin’s 
death, but decades before the collapse of the Soviet Union. All reflect the ‘official 
doctrine’ at the time of their appearance. Also they were submitted to censorship. 
The first five volumes were written during Krushchev’s period. While Stalin as 
war-lord could not be ignored, Krushchev’s achievements are extolled beyond 
reality. The last volume, which is a summary, came out after Krushchev's dismissal. 
Suddenly, Breshnev’s insignificant achievements as political commissar of an 
Army became an ‘exceptional performance’. VOVS mentions every important 
German commander and his memoirs. The main purpose was to reject their 
conclusions, and to emphasise that their objectives were thwarted by the Red 
Army. The recollections of Marshal Zhukov are believed to have been written with 
the assistance of ghost-writers. A typical mention of Manstein by Zhukov reads: 
“In the eyes of the Hitlerian leadership, Manstein was the most outstanding 
German commander.”"” 

In their memoirs, Soviet Generals are often critical of their fellow 
commanders, particularly in the books written by the ‘Southern Generals’. Their 
operations took place in the southern operational theatre where Krushchev was the 
head of the political directorate. Relations between Stalin and Krushchev had dete- 
riorated during the war, so that Generals who served under Krushchev’s political 
authority were overlooked for the highest promotion until after Stalin’s death. 
Yeremenko was still an Army General at the end of the war. Chuikov never 
commanded more than an Army. During Krushchev’s reign, both became 
Marshals of the Soviet Union. 

Some care must be exercised when reading German recollections about the 
number and strength of the Red Army units opposed to them. This can lead to 





Zhukov) 
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erroneous conclusions. Red Army units were smaller than their German equiva- 
lents. A Russian Army was at best the size of a German Corps. A Soviet ‘Front’, 
which grouped a number of armies, is often defined as the equivalent of an Army 
Group. However, its size was at best comparable to a German Army. Often several 
‘fronts’ were temporarily placed under the authority of one commander and his 
unit was named ‘direction’ in Russian. English literature used the term ‘theatre’. 
Theatres would be disbanded after completion of the operation for which they 
were established. Before the war, the prescribed strength of a Russian division was 
more or less 8,000 men. During the winter of 1941 many divisions were reduced to 
2,000 — 3,000 men. However, Red Army divisions were assisted by separate special 
units that carried their supplies. Russian divisions were commanded mostly by 
Colonels, and in certain instances by Lieutenant-Colonels. 


Autobiographies: Manstein’s and Other’s 


In the absence of a biography, a complete account of Manstein’s life can only be 
gathered from his memoirs. The first volume, Verlorene Siege, was published in 
1955. It was one of the first memoirs to appear that was written by a senior 
German commander, and was widely sold, both in Germany and abroad. The 
book is an account beginning with the outbreak of the war, and ending with 
Manstein’s dismissal in March 1944. In 1958, Manstein published a second 
shorter volume, Aus einem Soldatenleben (From a soldier’s life) which covers the 
years up to 1939."* Finally, Manstein’s son, Riidiger von Manstein, and Theodor 
Fuchs, published Soldat im 20 Jahrhundert (A Soldier in the Twentieth Century) 
after Manstein’s death. The first part is simply a condensing of Manstein’s two 
memoirs and is mostly written in the first person singular. The second part is an 
account of his life after the war and of his trial.'? The book is, at best, second-rate. 

Verlorene Siege conveys a negative impression. There are well-founded suspi- 
cions that part of the book was not written by Manstein, but by his close aide, 
General Busse. The description of military operations reflects the knowledge 
which could be expected from Manstein’s talent as a Generalstab officer. They are 
not conclusive. Other authors, both in Germany and abroad, have been able to 
avail themselves of new sources which put in doubt many statements in Manstein’s 
books. The main interest in Manstein’s book is how he himself viewed his opera- 
tions, and how he planned them. 

Manstein’s books show the weakness that Clausewitz criticized in all military 
memoirs: 


Only from time to time do memoirs of military commanders and their 
confidants show the many ‘threads’ which create a ‘cloth.’ Many reflec- 
tions and internal struggles of authors are purposely hidden, because they 
concern political events. Sometimes they are omitted because the authors 
view them simply as rumours, which can be disregarded. 


18 E. von Manstein, Aus einem Soldatenleben, Bonn 1958 (henceforth Soldatenleben) 
19 R.von Manstein/T. Fuchs, Soldat im 20. Jahrhundert, Munich 1091 (henceforth 
Manstein/Fuchs) 
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The title chosen by Manstein caused many raised eyebrows. There were no 
‘lost’ German victories in the Second World War, with the possible exception of 
the victory over France, which turned into a ‘victory in the void’. This expression 
was coined by Generalleutnant (ret) Bundeswehr, Dr Franz Uhle-Wettler. It will be 
referred to in the chapter describing the campaign in the West. Manstein’s book 
conveys the impression, as do other German Generals’ memoirs, that their war was 
primarily waged against Hitler and only in asecondary manner against Germany’s 
enemies. The historian Colonel Dr Hans Meier-Welcker comments: 


Many high ranking German commanders attempted, during the war or 
after its end, to win battles in a spirit of retrospective apology. This is 
convincingly shown in their memoirs and in their biographies. Titles were 
such as Verlorene Siege (Lost Victories) by Manstein: Verratene Schlachten 
(Betrayed battles) by Friessner: Soldat bis zum letzten Tag (Soldier until 
the final day) by Kesselring: Ordnung im Chaos (Order within the chaos) 
by Balck .... The exceptional conditions that prevailed during the war in 
Germany should not permit an attempt to exit from history after its end. 
The attempt is a self justification, and a desire to confer sense on the 
‘senseless belief in the final victory of National-Socialist Germany. 


Verlorene Siege includes many attempts by its author to hide unpleasant inci- 
dents that could be damaging to him. Others are recounted in a manner that is 
divorced from the truth. The book ends abruptly with Manstein’s dismissal. This is 
not a coincidence. Perhaps it provides the key to Manstein’s personality. Manstein 
was far too intelligent not to realise that his personal account of the decisive events 
of the war, that occurred in the months following his retirement, would be a 
contribution to history. One will not find a memoir writer, active or not, who 
would not write about the attempt on Hitler’s life on 20 July 1944, the invasion in 
1944, and the final collapse. 

But Manstein’s world was different. Manstein perceived the Army as an entity, 
separate from society, and subject to its own moral precepts. He believed it had to 
be judged solely by those criteria, but without considering the overriding princi- 
ples. Manstein himself was the personification of the Army. As long as he held an 
active command, his vision of the Army was unimpaired. He believed that destiny 
had selected him to be its standard-bearer. The moment he was no longer active, 
the Army, as he wanted to view it, had come to an end and he became an appar- 
ently indifferent observer. 

He mentioned his trial in a few short paragraphs, but only to show his regret 
that he was unable to convince the tribunal of the absurdity of the charges brought 
against him. His own confused defence at his trial was likewise no coincidence. 
Manstein always expressed himself with total clarity. But the tribunal was a forum 
to which his vision of the world was alien. He was unable to find arguments that 
would convince his judges of a logic which was not their own. The reader of 
Verlorene Siege could get the impression that, with Manstein’s removal, a chapter of 
world history had come to an end. 

Soldatenleben is a well-written book, with interesting descriptions of Manstein’s 
youth and his service in the First World War. He writes of the establishment and the 
functioning of the Reichswehr after 1918, and of the Wehrmacht up to 1939. The 
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book shows Manstein’s ambivalence towards the Weimar Republic, but he refrains 
from one-sided judgements. In particular his account of the Kapp-Putsch is well 
balanced. Outside Germany, Soldatenleben was not met with the same interest as 
Verlorene Siege. When the book was published in 1959, the influential German 
weekly Der Spiegel, on 14 January 1959, wrote a scathing article Jn Treue Keff(Pert in 
Loyalty). The title chosen by the magazine was a parody of Manstein’s personal 
motto: /n Treue fest (Firm in loyalty). The article said: 


The most self-satisfied autobiographer among the German military, 
Generalfeldmarschall Erich, born von Lewinski, and by adoption von 
Manstein, has produced an ‘effect’ with his memoirs. Other military 
memoir writers in Germany are eager to avoid such ‘effects’ by engaging in 
only gentle criticism of themselves and their fellow Generals. In the first 
volume of his memoirs, Verlorene Siege, the author presented himself with 
aplomb as an infallible commander. Manstein had already incurred the 
wrath of his Wehrmacht fellow Generals, who then engaged in an unsparing 
whispering campaign that was not made public. Manstein had extolled his 
own performance beyond a tolerable level. It was at the expense of other 
Generals, those who in battle had operated on his left and his right. He 
wrote of them in the same manner in which he had given them no consider- 
ation in his command decisions during the war. Verlorene Siege caused 
malicious glee among the public, because not a single commander in chief, 
corps commander or chief-of-staff, with whom the author was in contact 
during the war, was left blameless. In particular, the former Chief of the 
Generalstab Halder is treated in an unfriendly manner. The impression 
arises that everybody made mistakes, only Manstein committed none. 


Structure of this Book 


Chapter One is devoted to a summary of Manstein’s career. It deals with the main 
aspects of his life, and also with the campaigns which are not the subject of separate 
chapters, such as the battle in the West 1940, Stalingrad 1942, and the battles for 
Kursk 1943, which were the turning point of the war in the East. In a conclusion to 
this chapter, I will attempt to answer the following questions: 


* Was Manstein the primus inter pares of the highest German commanders or 
was he one of the few primi inter pares? 

* Can Manstein be called a strategist, or was he the war’s outstanding leader of 
operations by using large mobile units? 

* Was Manstein a National-Socialist? 

* Was Manstein an anti-Semite in the sense of the German racial laws? 

¢ What were Manstein’s personal relations with Hitler? 


Chapter Two deals with the battle of France in 1940, with emphasis on 
Manstein’s master plan. A long excursus deals with the weakness of the French 
Third Republic and the degradation of the French Army after 1918, which 
rendered its rout unavoidable, regardless of the plan adopted by the Germans. A 
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second excursus shows a comparison between the plans of the battle for France in 
1940, and those of the Battle of the Bulge in 1944. 

Chapter Three examines if Manstein failed in his duties during the battle for 
Stalingrad. 

Chapter Four describes the battles for Kursk, and operation ‘Citadel’ in the 
light of recent discoveries. 

Chapter Five deals with the attempts to gain Manstein’s adherence to the 
‘resistance’ movement. 

Chapter Six is concerned with the ‘Commissar Order’, with particular 
emphasis on Manstein’s attitude towards it. An excursus describes the evolution of 
the Commissar Institution in the Red Army. 

Chapter Seven deals with the murder of Jews in the Southern Ukraine and the 
Crimea, both areas controlled by Army Group South and Manstein’s 1 1th Army. 
It contains reports of the slaughter in every city under Manstein’s territorial 
authority. It gives the most complete list, published to date, of relevant reports that 
reached Manstein, and of the orders issued by Manstein’s 1 1th Army. The attitude 
of other German High Commanders towards the genocide is shown in some detail. 
The chapter likewise deals with the first excesses against the Jews in Poland imme- 
diately after the end of the Polish campaign. 

Chapter Eight attempts to assess Manstein’s human values and deficiencies. New 
and negative material about Manstein, that has recently come to light, has caused some 
differences in the content of the German original and of the English translation. 

The reader will notice that I have widened the subject well beyond the person- 
ality of its central figure. The reason for this is obvious. The purpose of this book is 
not to limit itself to Manstein. It intends to show, with the most capable German 
commander as its central figure, how the Nazi system, step by step, succeeded in 
perverting the centuries old traditions of the Prussian and German Officer Corps. 
Therefore additional German high commanders have to be described, to show how 
the moral decrepitude, of more than one high commander, set in. 

German Generals’ ranks, all ranks of the Waffen-SS, and German military 
terminology will be given in the vernacular. In this I follow the example of a 
number of contemporary historians. A few ranks, and other elements of military 
terminology, lend themselves to exact translation. There is little sense, for instance, 
in translating the German Generaloberst into Colonel-General, since no such rank 
exists in the British or US Armies. A German Generalleutnant is one rank below a 
British or US Lieutenant General, since the German Army had no Brigadiers. A 
further confusion may arise with the Red Army, which contains a number of ranks 
and other terminology adapted from the German. The Red Army has likewise a 
Colonel-General (General polkovnik) whose rank is lower than a German 
Generaloberst. A Russian Marshal of Artillery, Tanks etc. ranks not only below a 
Marshal of the Soviet Union but also below an Army General. 

In German military terminology, the rank of Feldmarschall comes close to a 
myth. In the British Army, Field Marshal is simply an additional rank. One could 
write that, at Stalingrad, Manstein did not act like a Feldmarschall. However, one 
could not make a similar statement about a British Field Marshal. 

To give another, from many examples, the German Generalstab was a unique 
institution with no equivalent in any other Army. To translate it by ‘General staff 
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makes no sense. Until the end of the First World War, the Generalstab was the highest 
military authority in the Imperial Army and its chief outranked the Commander in 
Chief of the Army. After 1933, this was no longer the case. However, an officer who 
had succeeded in joining the Generalstab after years of training, continued to enjoy a 
particular status. Until they reached General’s rank, officers of the Generalstab, 
whether they served in staff duties or performed troop service, always added the letters 
‘iG’ ie member of the Generalstab, after their rank. They wore special uniforms with 
carmine striped trousers and special shoulder straps and collar tabs. 
Functions of the officers of the Generalstab: 


¢ The Ia was the first Generalstab officer and head of all other officers of the 
Generalstab. Since German divisions had no staff, the Ia was de facto the chief- 
of-staff of the division: 

Ib was the second officer and responsible for supply. 

Ic was the third officer and responsible for general intelligence. 

Ic/AO was his subordinate and responsible for enemy intelligence. 

Id was a direct assistant to the Ia. 

Ila was responsible for the assignment of officers of his units. 

IIb was responsible for the nco and officers of his unit. 

O1 was the first aid to the Ia. 

O2 was the first aid to the Ic. 

O4 was a ‘dogsbody’, to be given any available task. 


Designation of German military archive documents: The first comprehensive 
collection of German military archive documents was put together by the Ameri- 
cans during the immediate post-war years. They remain deposited with the city of 
Nuremberg and are designated by NOKW, followed by generally four numbers, eg 
NOKW 2458. 

The archives of the German military archives (BA-MA) are given in a key 
which enables an archivist to immediately locate them: 


Example: 
BA-MA, RH 20 ~ 11/488 
BA-MA = Bundesarchiv-Militararchiv 


RH = Reichsheer — Ground forces of the Reich 
20 = Second World War 

11 = 11th Army 

488 = File 488 of the 11th Army documents. 


Fora general reader this is unimportant as the contents of the relevant docu- 
ments are in the text and the reference to the BA-MA is given in the endnote. 

Gradually, German military terminology developed into a separate language 
of its own. Books that have used only translated words tend to be meaningless, and 
as a result are mocked by serious critics. The literary translation of Kessel would be 
cauldron. In German military terminology it means a group of forces encircled by 
the enemy. A Kesselschlacht is an encounter that results in a Kessel. 

I have chosen the following method. At the first mention of a German term, a 
short explanation in English is added in brackets. 


Chapter 1 


The Career 
Section I. The Ascent 


Ao from his removal as Oberquartiermeister| (Deputy Chief of the Generalstab) 
during the 1938 Revirement of the Army top, Manstein’s life resembled a curve 
with a sudden break at its height. It continued uninterruptedly until 1941. But 
thereafter, the course of the Second World War produced a downward curve in his 
career, interrupted only by temporary local successes. As the war progressed, a moral 
decay set in. At the end, he was tried and sentenced for war crimes. 


1887 to 1918 and the end of World War I 


Erich von Manstein was born in Berlin on 24 November 1887. He was the tenth 
child of Major Eduard von Lewinski and his wife Helene von Sperling. Helene von 
Sperling’s sister, Hedwig, was married to Major Georg von Manstein. The 
Manstein marriage was childless and the two families had agreed, some years before 
the birth of the future Fe/dmarschall that, if a tenth child were to be a boy, the 
Mansteins would be his guardian. Later, Erich von Manstein was formally adopted 
by his foster family. Both families were wealthy. 

In Soldatenleben, Manstein gives a picturesque description of the circum- 
stances of his birth: 


The clerk at the post office in the small Thuringian town Rudolfstadet, 
must have cast a nonplussed look at a cable received from Berlin on 27 
November 1887. It was addressed to Major Georg von Manstein, 
commander of the battalion stationed there, and his wife Hedwig, née 
Sperling. The telegram had the following text: “Today a healthy son was 
born to you. Mother and child are well. Heartiest congratulations!’ 
Helene and Lewinski.' 


In accordance with prevailing regulations, Manstein’s official name eventually 
became Erich von Lewinski, gen. von Manstein (v. Lewinski, named y. Manstein). 
In most official documents and Army lists, he was mentioned under this double 
name. However, in the last seniority lists of the Wehrmacht, the prefix v. Lewinski 
gen. was dropped. Apart from official documents he was always written about and 
addressed as von Manstein. 

When discussions about Manstein gained increasing ground in recent years, 
some authors advanced the opinion that the adoption caused Manstein to choose a 
military career, since he was looking at the Army as a substitute for a family. Adop- 
tion will indeed often cause problems to the adopted child. Sometimes the child 
does not know who its real parents are or he has no relationship with them. This 
was not the case with Manstein. His adoption was never kept secret from him and 





1 Soldatenleben, p.11 
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the relationship between his real and his adopted parents remained harmonious. 
Manstein emphasises repeatedly that the close ties between the two families 
prevented any conflict. The reasons for Manstein’s choice of a soldier’s career are 
obvious. Majors von Lewinski and Manstein would both become Generals. The 
families Lewinski, Manstein and Sperling had served as officers over centuries. 

The original name of the Lewinski family was Royk. Later they added the 
name Lewinski as a designation of their large estate Lewyn (today the Polish 
Lewino). General von Lewinski’s grandfather was an officer in the Army of Fred- 
erick the Great. The father of the Sperling sisters was successively chief-of-staff of 
the armies commanded by Generals Goeben and Steinmetz during the Franco— 
Prussian war of 1870-1871. Male members of the Manstein family had served as 
officers in the Armies of the Groffe Kurfiirst, the ‘great’ Prince Elector of Prussia, 
whose son would become the first Prussian King. Another General von Manstein, 
possibly a distant relative, had served as a Russian General in the Crimea. The 
Feldmarschall was to discover his past when his 11th Army occupied the Crimea in 
1941-1942. Through interactions of marriage, Manstein had become a nephew of 
Feldmarschall von Hindenburg. Manstein could write in good conscience that he 
was born with a military inheritance. No additional psychological search is required. 

An interesting example of how an adoption can affect a man’s character and 
determine a famous career is provided by the French general Weygand. Until his 
death at the age of 97, Weygand did not know who was his father. Rumour had it 
that he was the illegitimate son of either King Leopold II of Belgium, or the Habs- 
burg Emperor Maximilian I of Mexico. In fact neither rumour was ever estab- 
lished. However, Weygand always had considerable funds at his disposal during his 
childhood and his upbringing. Maxime Weygand was born in Brussels in 1867. 
Two men notified his birth to the capital’s registry, declaring him to be the child of 
unknown parents. They did not sign the register, stating that they could neither 
read nor write. Weygand was first raised by the midwife who delivered him, Mrs. 
Saget, and bore her name. 

At the age of 6, he was taken to France under circumstances that have always 
remained unclear, and was raised in Paris by a Jewish leather article merchant, 
David Cohen. Cohen’s wife was born Denimal, a name which the young Maxime 
turned into the aristocratic de Nimal under which he entered the St. Cyr officers’ 
academy as a foreign national. At the age of 18, Weygand applied for French citi- 
zenship and was formally adopted by Cohen’s bookkeeper, Frangois Joseph 
Weygand, with whom he never had personal contact. 

A few years prior to his death, Weygand told his biographer Guy Raissac that 
he had never been able to overcome the mystery of his birth. Those circumstances 
may well have been the root of his later extreme nationalism, which came close to 
xenophobia, his anti-Semitism, and his idealisation of the French Army which 
became his ultimate home. Fate would have it that Manstein’s and Weygand’s 
paths crossed in 1940. Manstein was the author of the German plan that destroyed 
the French Army. Weygand became the unsuccessful French Generalissimo on 19 
May 1940. 

In accordance with family tradition, Manstein was educated at the cadet 
schools at Plén and Berlin-Lichterfelde. At the end of his schooling, Manstein was 
not content with the Se/ecta that allowed cadets, after seven years of high school, to 
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enter directly into final officers’ training. But after two additional school years he 
went on to pass the Aditur of a Realgymnasium. In his last school year, after he had 
passed the Selecta as first in his class, he was assigned, as personal page, to the 
Russian Grand duchess Vladimir at the wedding of the German Crown Prince. 
The bride was the daughter of the Duchess. The Aditur does not confer 
outstanding erudition. However, Manstein read extensively and developed a wide 
knowledge of classics, literature and classical music. But history remained close to a 
blank. While he cannot be placed in the small group of intellectual officers, his 
general knowledge and erudition were far above average. 

After passing his Aditur examination in 1906, Manstein entered the aristo- 
cratic 3rd Guard Infantry Regiment as a Fahnrich, an officer cadet, and remained 
there until the outbreak of World War I. During the years 1913-14 he entered the 
War Academy. His studies were interrupted by the outbreak of World War L. 
During the war he attended the short ‘Sedan’ Generalstab course of four weeks. 
Curiously, the man who would later become the undisputed brain of the 
Generalstab had never completed the prescribed full Generalstab training. 

When World War I began, Manstein was a Lieutenant and took part in the 
battles around Namur, in East Prussia, and in Poland. He finished the war as 
Captain. During World War I, promotions were slow. In November 1914 Manstein 
was severely wounded. After his release from hospital, he served only in staff posi- 
tions until the end of the war, first in the Army of General von Gallwitz, and then 
under General Fritz von Below. There the latter's chief-of-staff, General von 
Lossberg, became his first tutor in higher staff assignments. His progress was fast. 
By 1917 he was already First Staff Officer and Head of Operations of a Division. 
Uninterrupted staff service during the whole war was exceptional, evidently his 
unusual talent for staff work had already been recognised. In 1917 Manstein was 
appointed first general staff officer, Ja, with the 4th Cavalry Division in Kurland, 
and in 1918 he became /a with the 213th Infantry Division on the Western front. 
German divisions had no chief-of-staff, the Ja was thus the foremost staff officer of 
the unit. Usually this assignment was given to a major or an older captain, with 
longer experience than the 27 year old Manstein. Obviously his unusual talents 
had already been recognised. After the signature of the Treaty of Versailles, 
Manstein was accepted into the small Reichswehr of 100,000 men, which was the 
size of Army permitted in Germany by the Treaty. His acceptance into the 
Reichswehr was never in doubt and no special recommendations were required. 
The new Army knew that it could not spare a man with his proven talents. 


During the Weimar Republic 


The end of the Empire was a trauma for German officers. Contrary to their 
Austrian fellow officers who were attached to the person of the Sovereign, the 
German officers, in particular the Prussians, served an institution. Wilhelm II 
enjoyed little personal respect. Manstein later wrote that the Emperor had simply 
abandoned his authority to his advisers, since before the war, and during the 
conflict it would devolve on Ludendorff. Manstein added that he had experienced 
a personal blow when his commanding officer, general von Below, simply paid no 
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attention to a nonsensical order by Wilhelm II, since he had been raised in the 


belief of an unimpeachable Imperial Royal authority.” He wrote: 


The fact that an order, a wish, regardless how the Emperor’s words could 
be interpreted, could simply fall into the waste paper basket, showed me 
like a flash of lightning the extent to which the Emperor had given up 


influence on the conduct of the war.’ 


The Prussian Army had always defined itself as a “Royal Army.’ It did not serve 
the state, or an individual ruler, but spoke of “Royal Service.’ Already Bismarck had 
written that German patriotism could only flourish if it was bound by devotion to 
a dynasty. When the Weimar Republic was established, and became a stable insti- 
tution, the Officer Corps served it loyally without ever adopting a sentimental 
attachment to it. Manstein wrote in Soldatenleben: 


The officers were duty bound to serve a state, whether they approved of its 
new form or not. The new attachment of the German soldier, who had 
lost his attachment to a dynasty, was to a new mythical or idealistic form 
of a state. It may be incomprehensible to foreigners, but was regrettable to 
many Germans. However, it was ‘typically’ German." 


“Incomprehensible to foreigners?” “Typically German?” Is patriotism 
suddenly a German monopoly? Manstein’s words are a ‘typical’ example of his 
ignorance of history, and his lack of knowledge as to how ‘foreigners’ thought and 
acted. The ‘legitimacy conflict’ mentioned by Manstein, had already arisen a 
century earlier in France and in the French Army, and persisted at that time. 

After the French Revolution, the forms of the French state were subject to 
constant changes. The first Republic was followed by the Directoire, Bonaparte’s 
Consulate, the Empire of Napoleon, the restoration of the Bourbons, the bour- 
geois Monarchy of Louis Philippe, then the second Republic of Louis-Napoleon. 
After a few years, the Second Republic became the Second Empire, followed by the 
Third Republic, the Vichy government, and finally the Fourth and Fifth Repub- 
lics. The French Army was no less tradition bound than the German, but it subor- 
dinated itself to every new form of state. Few soldiers look beyond their limited 
duties. Personalities such as de Gaulle are exceptions. 

Until 1921, Manstein served in the Grenzschutz Ost under his former superior, 
General von Lossberg. The two Grenzschutz were regular Army units consisting of 
regiments stationed in Germany’s eastern provinces. The regiments were manned 
by volunteers, the commanders were active officers. The new borders between 
Germany and Poland had not yet been finally determined, and Polish troops made 
frequent incursions into German territory. Since the Reichswehr had not yet been 
established, the Grenzschutz units became the German body of defence in the East. 
Both were disbanded under the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles that provided 
for the creation of the Reichswehr. Manstein did not join a Freikorps, or other para- 
military unit, nor did he take part in the Kapp-Pussch. It was the short-lived and 
failed attempt to overthrow the government of the Republic, which he opposed. 





2 Soldatenleben, p. 45 
3 Ibid, p. 55 
4 Ibid 
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His description of the Kapp-Putsch in Soldatenleben is balanced, and shows an 
understanding of political conditions in Germany at that time. Manstein never hid 
behind the facade of the ‘non-political’ officer, which Generaloberst von Seeckt, the 
first commander in chief of the Reichswehr had turned into law. Seeckt’s law 
prohibited officers from engaging in any political activity and deprived them of the 
right to vote. 

After the Second World War, many officers referred to the Seeckt doctrine 
in order to justify their failures. That does not stand up. The law enacted, after 
pressure by Seeckt, forbade officers from engaging in active politics, but it 
could not forbid them from thinking. However, Manstein was never able to 
extend his political understanding beyond the German borders. He showed 
sympathy for the patriotic feelings that guided the perpetrators of the coup 
attempt, Generallandschaftsdirektor Kapp and General von Liittwitz. He also 
recalled a private conversation with Liittwitz’s son-in-law, General von 
Hammerstein-Equord, later Commander in Chief of Germany’s armed forces. 
He told him that his father-in-law acted in a state of inner compulsion, to save 
the fatherland while there was still time. 

At the same time, he strongly castigated the fact that it was the first time in the 
history of the German Army that some of its generals and officers had openly risen 
against the legitimate government. He recognised the measured attitude of the 
government under the authority of Reichsprisident Friedrich Ebert that had 
prevented a cleavage of the officer corps.’ In the eyes of General von Fritsch, later 
Commander in Chief of the Army, Ebert was simply a ‘swine’, a Schweinehund. At 
that time, Manstein understood German political realities better than most of his 
fellow officers. 

In 1920, Manstein married Jutta Sibylle von Loesch. The von Loesch family 
belonged to Silesian aristocracy and owned a large estate. The marriage was happy 
and lasted until the death of Ms von Manstein 1966. She had joined the NSDAP 
and become an active Party member. Stahlberg wrote that Tresckow had warned 
him to beware of Manstein’s wife since she was a ‘150% Nazi.’ Stahlberg suggested 
that Manstein had come under his wife’s political influence. However, such a state- 
ment can be dismissed as one of his fantasies. Manstein was of a highly inde- 
pendent mind and his opinions were certainly not subject to his wife’s influence. 
To bring Ms von Manstein into the discussions about her husband simply shows 
poor judgement. 

In 1921, Manstein became company commander in the 5th Infantry Regi- 
ment at Angermiinde. Only two years later he had rejoined the Generalstab. The 
Generalstab had been forbidden by the Treaty of Versailles. However, it continued 
to function through ‘semantic artefacts’, or the ‘playing with words’. It was named 
Truppenamt and its officers Fiihrergehilfen. Manstein joined the Truppenamt as a 
Fiihrerstabsoffizier, the official term for officers of the Generalstab. He served in 
that capacity at the Wehrkreiskommando Il, in Stettin, and IV in Dresden. The 
Wehrkreise were the territorial units of the Army, by 1939 they numbered 21. They 
were headed by a corps commander. Manstein became a teacher at the 
Fiihrergehilfenausbildung, the central three years’ course for officers expected to 
become members of the Generalstab. His pupils held him in high esteem. In an 





5 Ibid, p. 76 
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interview in 1982, Heusinger recalled that, as a teacher, Manstein was very 
demanding, while always remaining courteous: 


Undoubtedly Manstein was anointed with a ‘drop of Samuel’s oil’. At 
first he made life difficult for me. He presented me with problems that 
were entirely new, within a large operational framework of which I had no 
previous experience. Furthermore, I came under the orders of a superior 
mind, a man who worked very quickly. He always put his finger on the 
right solution, while demanding the same quick understanding and 
response from his pupils. It was certainly not easy. But after a few months 
I had grown into my assignment and thereafter I had enthusiastic years 
under such a superior officer. Even then, Manstein was considered to be 
the coming man.” 


Between 1927 and 1929, Manstein served on the staff of the Infantry 
Command IV at Magdeburg. Two years later he was returned to the Reichswehr 
Ministry as head of group I within the T-1 department, ie the equivalent of the 
operational department of the Generalstab. He took part in the plans for a new 
mobilization of the Army that had been forbidden by the Treaty of Versailles. 
Several suggestions were put forward. Lieutenant Colonel Wilhelm Keitel, later a 
Feldmarschall and head of OKW, presented a plan to establish Divisions to which 
troops, but no arms and no equipment would be allotted. Manstein dismissed that 
concept as nonsensical, since Divisions created without armament would not have 
combat efficiency if activated. He submitted his own plan, which foresaw a three- 
fold increase in the total number of Divisions, through internal regroupings, and 
shifting of units from one Division to another. 

His plan was adopted. Keitel had to start again, and adapt his paper to 
Manstein’s conclusions. The incident was evidence of the early recognition of 
Manstein’s talent. In spite of being a newcomer to the ministry, he could success- 
fully promote his views and overcome traditional bureaucratic resistance. In 
Soldatenleben Manstein wrote that, “from this moment, my views began to gain 
increasing weight in the operational department.”’ 

In 1931 and 1932, Manstein paid two visits to the Soviet Union. Like every 
foreign visitor to Russia, Manstein was carefully prevented from having any 
contacts with the population and only met with the officers to whom he was 
assigned. Manstein’s account of his visit makes interesting reading, while showing 
that he, like his fellow officers, returned with an unchanged ignorance of the 
USSR. Manstein described his visit as “revealing in military knowledge”.® In 1941 
there was little trace of such ‘insight’ and Germany paid the price of having under- 
estimated Russian strength. 

After his return from his second visit, Manstein assumed Command of a 
Battalion of an Infantry Regiment in Kolberg. He was still in Kolberg when Hitler 
became Reichskanzler in 1933. 


6 Heusinger, Kopf, p. 36 
7 Soldatenleben, p. 131 ff 
8 Ibid, p. 132 
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In the Wehrmacht until the outbreak of World War II 


In 1933 Manstein was witness to excesses against Jews in Kolberg. He writes that 
he expressed outrage: 


In Kolberg attempts were made to dismiss the outstanding head physician 
of the Siloah children home, because he was half ‘non-aryan’. Since he 
had fought in the First World War, and been decorated with the Iron 
Cross first class, my regimental commander, the future Generaloberst 
Strauss and I intervened successfully in his favour and prevented his 
replacement by other willing candidates. We continued to invite him to 
take his meals in the officers’ mess, much to the anger of the party, which 
left us unperturbed.” 


On 1 February 1934, Manstein reverted to the Generalstab and became chief- 
of-staff of the Wehrkreis II] in Berlin. The Wehrkreis commander was the future 
Feldmarschall von Witzleben. In Soldatenleben, Manstein showered his 


commander with praise: 


Witzleben had begun his service in the Royal Grenadier Regiment. He 
was a Prussian nobleman of the very best kind, a most talented soldier, 
whom everybody liked and admired for his warm heart and his charming 
behaviour. He never hid his opinions. Generous, and able to immediately 
grasp the essentials of a problem, he had the gift of not attempting to do 
everything himself. For a Chief-of-Staff like myself, who placed value on 
his independence, this was more than convenient. I enjoyed his full trust. 
Our co-operation was never troubled by the slightest shadow, nor did we 
have different political opinions. He would never hide his contempt for 
the NSDAP, and its shady officials, with whom we were in contact. He 
was generous, and honoured me with total confidence. He would never 
hide his contempt for the Party." 


In Verlorene Siege, Manstein would not find a word of regret for the tragic end 
of the ‘Prussian nobleman’, who was hanged after 20 July 1944. 

In his description of the night of the long knives of 30 June 1934, Manstein 
engaged in a ‘semantic artefact,’ a euphemism. Generals von Schleicher and von 
Bredow were ‘murdered’, the other victims were ‘shot’. 

On 21 April 1934, Manstein lodged a formal protest against the retro-active 
introduction of the racial laws into the Reichswehr. He was the only German officer 
who dared to take such a step. Manstein sent his letter to General Beck, at that time 
head of the 7ruppenamt. A lieutenant, Klaus von Schmeling-Diringshoven, was a 
victim of the law. He had served under Manstein at Kolberg. Manstein undoubt- 
edly showed courage in coming out into the open against one of the cornerstones of 
the National-Socialist regime. Beck transmitted Manstein’s memorandum to the 
Reichswehrminister, Generaloberst von Blomberg, through the intermediary of the 
head of the ministerial office, General von Reichenau. Blomberg expressed outrage 
and declared that he would take disciplinary steps against Manstein. The Army 

9 Ibid, p. 177 f 
10 Ibid., p. 181 
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commander in chief, Generaloberst von Fritsch refused. He stated that the matter 
was within his competence and then simply put it aside. Thanks to Fritsch’s atti- 
tude, Manstein was spared the negative consequences of his step. 

Remarkably, Manstein succeeded in his endeavours for his protégé. He 
managed at first to have him sent to the German military mission in China and, 
when the latter was disbanded, to maintain him on the active list. The officer was 
killed in action during the Polish campaign. Significantly, no other officer would 
emulate him. The future Generaladmiral von Friedeburg, himself not a pure 
Aryan, was confronted with a similar request by one of his subordinates. He 
refused to intervene, gave his officer a lengthy explanation about the political 
dimensions of the racial laws, and advised him to quietly await his future destiny. 

Manstein’s accompanying memorandum reveals singular aspects of his moti- 
vation. It can be considered as evidence of his perception of the Army as an institu- 
tion, exempt from any rules that it had not imposed on itself. Manstein wrote of his 
general approval of the racial laws and parts of his accompanying memorandum 
contain strong anti-Semitic words. It is unimaginable that a highly intelligent and 
educated man, like Manstein, believed in the nonsense of the ‘aryan race’. 
Undoubtedly Manstein had to write a memorandum of general approval of racial 
legislation if he were to have any success in the instance that prompted him. Some 
sentences are however, mildly speaking, strange — indeed, they verge on absurdity. 


There can be no doubt that we all stand without reservation behind 
National-Socialism and racial doctrine. But at the same time, we may not 
forget our soldiers’ honour that has always inextricably bound us together 
... There is a lack of justice if we expel officers who have a clean 
conscience, and who cannot be blamed if their grandparents lacked racial 
consciousness. Meanwhile, we allow officers to remain who have shown 
lack of racial consciousness by marrying non-aryans ... 


Manstein then proposed a general review of all active officers, in order to 
determine who had married a wife with some Jewish blood. (!) Manstein’s memo- 
randum evidences that he is primarily concerned with the interference of ‘outside 
elements’ in Army matters. 


The soldier has to be judged in a manner different from others. He has not 
only devoted his work to the country, by joining the Army, he has shown 
his willingness to fight, even to die for Germany ... The honour of these 
young officers is the honour of all of us. They have shown their patriotism 
in volunteering for service in the Reichswehr at a time when a military 
career is certainly not a bed of roses. 


One paragraph in his memorandum is prophetic and shows that Manstein was 
clearly aware of the future dangers of National-Socialist doctrine: 


If we agree to sacrifice our young soldiers, the smears will not cease. Then 
it will be said that further up the hierarchy, you continue to have non- 
aryans. If we dislodge them, the ‘reactionaries’ will become the next 
victims. And this will continue, until the day when those who today 
attack the Army see a convenient target. If we sacrifice a small number of 
our comrades, they will immediately demand more heads. 
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On 1 June 1935, compulsory military service was reintroduced in Germany 
and Manstein was appointed head of the operational division of the reborn 
Generalstab. On 1 October of the same year, he was promoted to 
Oberquartiermeister | and Deputy Chief of the Generalstab. Manstein’s rapid rise 
can be described as meteoric, and is solely due to his extraordinary talent. He had 
risen to that top position without having served in a troop command, for any 
lengthy period of time, since entering the Army. Even then it was unusual, since 
troop commands, at regular intervals, were the rule for those officers intended for 
higher Generalstab assignments. In terms of seniority, Manstein was unknown. He 
had become a Generalmajor only on the day of his appointment. 

In the complete seniority list of the Army of 1938, his successor Halder was 
ranked 17. Manstein was 49 among the Generalleutnants. When Halder was 
appointed Oberquartiermeister Il, he was already a General der Artillerie, with 
seniority dated 1 February 1936. Manstein was convinced that he had been 
intended to succeed Beck as Chief of the Generalstab. However, there were some 
doubts. At that time, the personnel department of the Army made promotions 
strictly in accordance with seniority. No previous Oberquartiermeister | had risen 
directly to Chief of the Generalstab. Halder was the only exception. However, his 
promotion had already been decided on, when he succeeded Manstein as 
Oberquartiermeister |. Undoubtedly, Manstein was looked on as a potential Chief 
of Generalstab at some future date. 

During his tenure as head of operations and Oberquartiermeister 1, Manstein 
was a strong advocate of modern methods and equipment. In that respect he was 
far ahead of Beck. He supported Guderian’s urge for the creation of Panzer divi- 
sions, while at the same time recognising that Guderian advocated a one-sided view 
that only took the new Panzer formations into consideration. In fact the bulk of 
the Army would still consist of infantry divisions, which Guderian looked on as 
simple Wollrécke ie wearers of woollen uniforms. Manstein told Guderian: “Just 
leave the church in the centre of the village, you can’t do it all on your own.” 

Manstein understood that the mass of the Army would continue to consist of 
infantry divisions that had to be trained for purposes of attack. Manstein was the 
prime mover in developing a new artillery weapon, the Sturmartillerie, literally 
assault artillery. It had the chassis of a tank, with a 7.5cm gun replacing the turret. 
He knew that he would walk straight into a hornet’s nest. Until 1933, the artillery 
had been a stepchild of the German Army. With few exceptions, such as Generals 
von Gallwitz, von Kirchbach, Scholz and Schubert, artillery officers did not rise 
above the position of inspectors of their arm. When Generaloberst von Fritsch 
became Commander in Chief of the Army and General Beck Chief of the 
Generalstab, something akin to an artillery lobby emerged at the head of Army 
command. Fritsch and Beck were artillery officers, as were their respective succes- 
sors, von Brauchitsch and Halder. 

Manstein was convinced that a future war would be one of movement, with 
rapid advances of infantry and tanks needing the support of artillery. Heavy motor- 
ized artillery was never available in sufficient quantities to German infantry divi- 
sions. Instead, it was concentrated under the direct control of OKH. OKH would 
dispatch units to infantry divisions whenever operations required them, and there- 
after returned them to OKH. Manstein developed a hybrid solution. The assault 
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gun was to remain part of artillery weaponry but it was to be assigned to infantry 
units and not be returned to OKH. When he showed his idea to his sponsor Beck, 
he received the reply: “My dear Manstein, this time you have hit wide of the 
mark.”'' Manstein persisted. Finally his concept was adopted, although 
Brauchitsch later strongly reduced it in scope. 

During 1937 Manstein wrote a series of memoranda about the high command 
structure. He demanded that in the event of war, the Army Commander in Chief 
should be invested with supreme authority over all branches of the forces, 
including Navy and Air Force. He kept in line with the traditional concept of the 
Prusso-German Army, but this already belonged in the past. In modern war, large 
as the army might be, superior economic potential, and control of the oceans, 
would be the dominating factors. Germany possessed neither. Beck had already 
recognised this in 1937 and had begun to issue warnings that a ‘new’ World War 
would inevitably lead to a German defeat. General Blumentritt commented: 


Given Germany’s geography, any lengthy war would be deadly for us. 
Naval powers can permit themselves extended operations, since they 
cannot be attacked in their core and remain immune to economic 


warfare.” 


The absurd future structure of the German High Command with two rival 
headquarters, OKW and OKH competing with each other, could obviously not 
have been foreseen. What was required was a Generalstab with authority over 
Army, Navy and Air Force, like the US joint chiefs-of-staff. 


Manstein’s dismissal as Oberquartiermeister | 


In the immediate aftermath of the Blomberg-Fritsch scandal there was a major 
reshuffling. The Revirement took place within the Wehrmacht, and the senior civil 
service, primarily in the Foreign Service. Sixty high ranking officers were placed on 
the retirement list. However, a number were reactivated, first during the Czecho- 
slovakian crisis, and then when the war broke out a year later. Ritter von Leeb and 
von Kleist would rise to Feldmarschall. Hoth became a Generaloberst and one of 
the outstanding Panzer commanders. 

In his comments on the dismissal of Fritsch, Manstein wrote in Soldatenleben, 
that the background of this shameless intrigue was by then widely known, That 
was not the case at the time. Only the book by K.H.Janssen and F.Tobias, Der 
Sturz der Generiile, published in 1994, has shed probably the final light on the 
Blomberg/Fritsch scandal.'* Manstein’s analysis was not realistic. However, he 
could hardly be faulted for ignoring at the time what future research would bring to 
light, half a century later. 


11 Soldatenleben, p. 247 

12. G. Blumentritt, Moscow, in W.Richardson and S.Frei (ed). The fatal decisions, 
London 1956, p. 49 

13. K.-H. Janssen/F. Tobias, Der Sturz der Generiile. Hitler und die Blomberg-Fritsch- 
Krise —1938, Munich 1994 (henceforth Janssen/Tobias) 
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In his reference to Fritsch’s dismissal, Manstein wrote that “he had intended to 
throw his sword at Hitler’s feet and that he always regretted not having done so.”"* 
This was a typical attempt by a memoir writer to gloss over the facts. No general 
retired from his command in protest against Fritsch’s dismissal. When Ritter von 
Leeb saw the happy faces of his comrades during his farewell ceremony, he 
commented with disdain: “Just a bunch of job-seekers.”'” Only Fritsch’s successor, 
von Brauchitsch, upon whom his fellow officers would shower blame after the war, 
was untiring in his efforts to obtain a complete a rehabilitation of Fritsch. 

In his comments on the Blomberg-scandal, Manstein wrote: “What a humilia- 
tion that the politician Hitler can now appear as the guardian of the Army’s 
honour.” However, at that time, Hitler was no longer the ‘politician Hitler’, he was 
Head of State and Supreme Commander of the Armed Forces. As Blomberg’s 
witness at the marriage ceremony, he was certainly entitled to feel that he had been 
debased. 

The Blomberg/Fritsch scandal had a fatal consequence for the officers’ corps. 
Blomberg’s marriage to a registered prostitute, and Fritsch’s clumsy defence when 
Hitler showed him a police file that accused him of homosexuality, led Hitler to 
lose his previous respect for his generals. In a speech on 3 January 1935 to party 
officials, he had said: 


Perhaps someone from the party will come to me and say: “Everything 
nice and fine, my Fiihrer, but General so and so speaks and works against 
you!” And when another says: “My Fiihrer, I have written evidence.” 
Then I tear up this “bumph,” because my faith in the Wehrmacht is 
unshakeable.” This was now dead and buried. 


In the course of the Revirement, a number of junior officers were given new 
commands and Manstein was dismissed as Oberquartiermeister 1. This was a 
setback in Manstein’s career which he was never able to overcome. In Soldatenleben 
he wrote: “The dream belongs to the past. The greatest honour for an officer, to 
find himself in the place that a Moltke, a Schlieffen and a Beck had occupied, was 
now in the grave as far as I was concerned.” ® 

It was certainly the way Manstein felt. However, Moltke and Schlieffen on the 
one hand, and Beck on the other, cannot be compared. In the Imperial Army, the 
position as head of the Generalstab was the Mount Olympus for an officer. He had 
direct access to the Emperor and was his main adviser in all military matters. In the 
new Generalstab, its chief was one of the primus inter pares among the other depart- 
ment heads of the Army high command. He was an adviser without responsibility, 
something akin to a quartermaster. During World War II, the split between OKW 
and OKH relegated the Generalstab solely to the Eastern front. Beck had thus occu- 
pied the same ‘place’ as Moltke and Schlieffen, but he never had their authority. 

The embittered Manstein sold his house in Berlin, and declared to his family 
that he would never return to the capital.'’ For years he searched for the reasons of 
his abrupt dismissal. He felt that Hitler was not responsible, since Hitler had barely 





14 Soldatenleben, p. 396 

15  Janssen/Tobias, p. 151 with reference to Leeb’s Diaries, p. 41 f 

16 Soldatenleben, p.319 

17 Told by Manstein’s daughter, Gisela von Lingenthal to Knopp, Knopp, p. 127 
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known about him. That was certainly not the case. Although Hitler had never met 
Manstein person, he obviously knew who the Oberquartiermeister | was, and what 
opinions he held. Manstein believed that his dismissal occurred through an 
intrigue by Blomberg or Keitel. In So/datenleben he wrote that Beck had ordered 
Keitel to appear at his office. Outraged, he had asked him how anyone could have 
dared to remove his closest associate without asking for his prior consent.'* To 
imagine that Blomberg stood behind this intrigue was obviously absurd since 
Blomberg had already been cashiered and stricken from the Army list. Keitel, who 
was hanged at Nuremberg, was always a convenient scapegoat. 

After the war, to his surprise, Manstein heard from Hitler’s Air Force adjutant, 
Colonel von Below, that none other than his first sponsor, Beck, had requested his 
removal and his replacement by Halder. Beck felt that Halder was more reliable. In 
his recollections, Below wrote: 


Many years after the end of the war, I had the occasion to tell 
Feldmarschallvon Manstein about a conversation that I had with Hitler at 
the time of Beck’s resignation. Brauchitsch had told Hitler that he had 
chosen Halder to succeed Beck as chief of the Generalstab. | asked him if 
he felt that Halder would bring a new spirit into the Generalstab. Hitler 
replied: ‘In fact, I wanted to appoint Manstein but I was told by 
Brauchitsch that he was too young.’ I then asked him why he did not 
pursue his idea and he answered that he did not wish to encroach on 
Brauchitsch’s authority. Manstein professed complete surprise and initial 
disbelief and still felt chat Hitler had been instrumental in his dismissal. 
He only dropped his doubts when I reminded him that Halder had been 
instrumental in having him dismissed as Rundstedt’s Chief-of-Staff in 
February 1940.” 


At the time of Manstein’s dismissal, Beck had already begun to distance 
himself from him. The estrangement was one sided. Beck would increasingly speak 
to close friends with contempt for Manstein, but never to Manstein personally. 
Manstein was thus not aware of the change in Beck’s attitude. Manstein’s respect 
for Beck remained unchanged to the very end. When he heard of Beck’s intention 
to resign, he wrote him an imploring ten page letter, urging him to reconsider his 
decision: “No successor to the Herr General will have the same position, the same 
respect and the same moral authority as the Herr General. No other officer in the 
Army has the knowledge and the strength of character as the Herr General.” 

A copy of this letter is in the Beck Estate at the German military archives, with 
some handwritten ironic comments. Beck wrote a short and dry reply: 


Dear Manstein, Thank you for your letter and for your opinions. I take 
them as you intended them to be and in their main points they are 
certainly correct. Time has however progressed faster than you think and 
the conditions advanced by you, if they ever existed, are no longer valid. 
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From my point of view, I can say, not only today but for some time now, 
‘Too late.’ I would prefer to give you further comments verbally, perhaps 
you will come to Berlin the near future.” 


Manstein was then appointed Commander of 18th Infantry Division at 
Liegnitz. Beck asked him to remain a few more weeks at the Generalstab. Halder 
was to be given some time to familiarise himself with his new assignment and, 
more important, the Austrian Anschluss was impending. Hitler had given the 
order to march into Austria at 24 hours notice and Beck had not prepared a 
detailed plan for this contingency. Manstein was to produce another masterpiece 
of staff work. The Wehrmacht had no armies in peace time, yet an Army was 
required for the operation. In one day, Manstein succeeded in amalgamating two 
Corps into an Army, with a complete Army staff. Every military expert knows the 
enormous amount of detailed work required to create an Army and to bring it into 
‘mobile’ shape. Probably Manstein was the only officer on the Generalstab who was 
capable of accomplishing such a feat. 

Manstein’s handing over of his duties to Halder was hardly a display of good 
manners. As Halder recalls, Manstein simply handed him the keys to his safe with 
the words: “There! You can read what is in there. Goodbye!” and walked out.” 

Relations between Halder and Manstein had always been tense, and Halder 
was a very resentful man. But, at their last meeting after the war, in 1957, at the 
funeral of General von Tippelskirch, Halder hardly showed better manners. 
Manstein went to meet him and extended his hand, Halder demonstratively 
refused the handshake. Generalmajor Alfred Philippi, who was present, told 
Halder: “Herr Generaloberst, this time you have certainly gone too far.” Until 
Halder’s dismissal in 1942, Manstein was to feel his heavy hand repeatedly, often 
in a petty manner. 

Against the background of Manstein’s later career, his dismissal as 
Oberquartiermeister | can be looked on as his destiny’s good fortune. Manstein 
would not have fared better at Hitler's hand than Halder or Zeitzler, who 
succeeded Halder after the latter was dismissed. Like them he would have been 
dismissed after months of fruitless discussions and the coveted Feldmarschalls 
baton would have eluded him. 

Manstein was promoted to Generalleutnant on | April 1938. During the 
Sudeten crisis, he became Chief-of-Staff of a newly formed Army under 
Generaloberst Ritter von Leeb who had been recalled from retirement. Thereafter 
he returned to his division at Liegnitz until the beginning of the war. In 1938 his 
division was by no means combat-ready, some of its units had been diverted to 
another corps during the march into Austria. Manstein had thus to overcome a 
number of problems. However, when the war broke out, his division was in excel- 
lent shape. 


21 Ibid. The copy of the letter has the handwritten comment: Letter not sent, contents 
communicated verbally to Generalleutnant von Manstein when he visited me on 


August 9. 
22 Knopp, p. 211 


THE CAREER 31 


Manstein’s Commands in World War II 


Three important battles will be treated in detailed separate chapters and only 
summarised here. The battle for France, where Manstein’s plan was the architect of 
the German Blitzkrieg victory, Stalingrad, and thereafter the planning of operation 
‘Citadel,’ the most disastrous offensive launched by the Wehrmacht in the East. 
Excesses against the civilian population in Poland will be described in detail in an 
excursus in the chapter on the Holocaust. 


Poland 


Manstein was Chief-of-Staff of Army Group South, commanded by Generaloberst 
von Rundstedt. Even in such a short campaign, Manstein received reports about 
excesses committed by police, SS-units and some Wehrmacht units against the 
civilian population and, in particular, against Jews. At that time some German 
generals, including Manstein, protested. However, Manstein’s knowledge of the 
occurrence, and his protests, show that he perjured himself at Nuremberg, when he 
stated under oath that he had never heard of the murder of Jews, either in Poland or 
later in Russia. Since Rundstedt remained in Poland until 24 October 1939, as 
Military Commander Poland, Manstein likewise had knowledge of the sharp 
memoranda sent by Generals Blaskowitz and Ulex. 


France 


On 14 October 1939, Rundstedt’s Army Group was renamed Army Group A and 
sent to the West, with headquarters at Koblenz. Originally Rundstedt’s Army 
Group, which was located between B in the North and C in the South, was rela- 
tively weak. It consisted of two armies, 12th Army, again under Generaloberst List 
and 16th Army under General Busch. The original operational plan called for 
Bock’s Army Group to deliver the main thrust. In the West, Manstein came into 
close contact with Henning von Tresckow, who was the Army Group’s Ia and who 
had been one of Manstein’s pupils at the Generalstab, Tresckow was initially one of 
Manstein’s admirers, but later gradually distanced himself. During the war, 
Tresckow was to become the ‘soul’ of the military ‘resistance’ movement. He was a 
close friend and regimental comrade of General Schmundct. As Hitler’s personal 
Wehrmacht adc and head of the Army’s personnel department, Schmundt wielded 
considerable influence. 

Manstein considered the first German plan — first version of plan ‘yellow’ — as 
insufficient, and.developed his own plan Sichelschnitt in a series of memoranda. 
After strong resistance by the High Command, Manstein’s plan was finally 
adopted. It established his fame as the main architect of the victory over France. 

Manstein’s memoranda, which Rundstedt transmitted to OKH, led to 
increasing irritation there, particularly with Halder, who succeeded in having 
Manstein removed from his position with Rundstedt and entrusting him with the 
command of XXXVIII Corps only. Manstein was replaced by General von 
Sodenstern as Chief-of-Staff at Army Group A. His replacement could have been 
Halder’s first payback for the incident in 1938, obviously there were also other 
reasons. OKH became increasingly insecure and began to fear Manstein’s superior 
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brain. Therefore he had to be sent away, regardless of where. Halder added a few 
‘drops of poison’ because the corps did not yet exist and had to be formed and 
mobilized at Stettin. Generalmajor von Mellenthin, at that time a Major and Ia in 
197th Infantry Division, which was part of Manstein’s new corps, recalls a chance 
encounter with Manstein: 


A tragi-comic incident deserves to be mentioned. During my journey by 
train to the East, I happened to encounter Generalleutnant von Manstein, 
chief-of-staff of Army Group A in the West, at a Berlin railway station. In 
his usual straightforward manner, he asked me: ‘Mellenthin, what on 
earth are you doing in the Warthegau, when matters will start in the West 
within the next coming weeks?’ ... To my surprise, the Corps 
Commander, who inspected our division a few weeks later, turned out to 
be General von Manstein. After the inspection, which proceeded in an 
excellent manner, I could not resist the temptation of saying to him: ‘Herr 


General, things often turn out to be different than expected.” 


Manstein was understandably irritated at his removal. However his appoint- 
ment to Corps Commander was a promotion in accordance with German military 
practice. Other Generals of the same rank, Hansen, Vietinghoff, Stumme, Rudolf 
Schmidt, Reinhardt, Brockdorf-Ahlefeld, were likewise given corps at the same 
date. Manstein was also irritated that he was not entrusted with an armoured corps. 
However, at that time he had as yet no experience of command of armoured units, 
whereas other new commanders, among them Wietersheim, Hoth, Hoepner, 
Guderian and Rudolf Schmidt had already distinguished themselves in this field. 
Manstein had the reputation of a superior mind in staff work, but who lacked expe- 
rience in troop command. 

In 1941 however, Manstein would show that he was at least the equal of the 
best commanders of armoured units. Rundstedt had already informed him of his 
impending replacement, since General Reinhardt, junior to Manstein, would be 
given a corps and therefore Manstein’s promotion could not be delayed. In 
Verlorene Siege, Manstein wrote that the problem could have been solved in ‘a 
different manner’, without doubt there were corps, which were already combat 
ready and which could have been entrusted to him. 

During a war game at 12th Army (Generaloberst List) on 14 February 1940, 
which was attended by Halder, differences arose over the crossing of the Meuse 
River. Guderian wrote that “matters became even more muddled, when it turned 
out that Generaloberst von Rundstedt had no clear idea of the capacity of tanks and 
advocated a careful solution. Now Manstein was missed.”** Conceivably Manstein 
was missed during the attack, since Rundstedt showed himself incapable of under- 
standing and promoting Manstein’s ideas. This would show itself at Dunkirk. 

Until the mobilization of his corps was completed, Manstein was reduced to 
boredom. He assembled a staff, waited for the arrival of an intelligence unit, and 
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inspected his units in Pomerania, and in the Warthegau, the western province of 
Poland with Lodz as its main city, which had been incorporated into Germany. 

On 10 May 1940, when the German attack began, Manstein wrote in his 
diary: “It has started, and I am sitting at home.” In Verlorene Siege. “One can 
certainly understand that I harboured no tender feelings for the body which had 
removed me far back home, and away from the execution of an operational plan for 
which I had fought with unbending energy.”” 

Manstein’s Corps was ready for combat on 10 May 1940, but he had to wait 
until 27 May for it to go into action. He spent the first two weeks of the battle in 
Diisseldorf, in his own words like a Schlachtenbummler, a fan watching a sports 
game. He was confined to touring the localities that the Germans had taken by 
storm, and obtaining daily information from OKH about the Wehrmacht progress. 
On 16 May, his Corps became part of List’s 12th Army. His, in his own words, 
‘boring’ assignment was to supervise the dispatch of reserve divisions to the newly 
activated 2nd Army under General von Weichs. Finally, on 27 May, he was 
ordered to relieve General von Wietersheim’s XIV Corps. He now came under the 
orders of the future Feldmarschall von Kleist whom he heartily disliked and who 
reciprocated his feelings. Both Feldmarschalk would finally be dismissed on the 
same day. Hitler had sent a plane to pick both of them up at their headquarters. 
Their Army Groups were neighbours. 

Stahlberg, who had accompanied Manstein, recalls that the two Feldmarschalls 
had seated themselves on opposite sides of the plane and did not exchange a word 
during the long flight to Hitler’s residence. Manstein brooded silently on his fate 
that was no surprise to him, since Zeitzler had told him, a few days before, that he 
would be informed face to face by Hitler of his dismissal. Kleist was unperturbed 
and spent most of his time explaining to Stahlberg the best way to prepare a cigar 
before lighting it.”° 

Manstein’s Corps came into action on the Somme, on 27 May 1940. In 
Verlorene Siege, he wrote: “My part in the actual battle was so insignificant that it is 
hardly worthwhile a mention.”” This unusual modesty not withstanding, his 
corps operated successfully throughout, and on 6 June he was rewarded with 
promotion to General der Infanterie. His ‘nemesis,’ Halder, would see to it that he 
had to wait for two more years before being promoted to Generaloberst. Other 
corps commanders, who were far inferior to him, became Generaloberst on the day 
of their promotion to army command. 


The plans for Seeléwe — the intended landing on the 
British Isles after the defeat of France 
Rundstedt’s Army Group A, with two armies, 16th Army under Busch, and 9th 


Army under Strauss, was to be the spearhead of the planned landing. Manstein had 
received command of XXXVI Corps which was part of Strauss’ Army. 
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Since the quixotic Seeléwe idea never went beyond the planning stage, there is 
no need to dwell in detail on Manstein’s views. They must be mentioned briefly 
because they show how little Manstein understood the world of politics. Manstein 
expressed initial optimism, since the British Expeditionary Force had been deci- 
mated in France. The units that had been repatriated at Dunkirk could certainly 
not fight a successful battle against a German Army that had successfully landed. 
However, Manstein’s optimism was guarded. In Verlorene Siege he qualified it 
repeatedly. Manstein admitted that he had not paid sufficient attention to the 
problems of the Navy and the Air Force. He then indulged in political speculations 
that were far removed from reality. He conceded that Churchill would not have 
surrendered in the event of a German invasion, but that he would have continued 
the war from Canada. However, Manstein expressed doubts that the Dominions 
would have followed suit, and whether America would have been prepared to take 
the major burden of the war upon itself. Stalin might, after securing Hitler's agree- 
ment, have turned his forces towards the Far East.”* 


The war against the Soviet Union 


As Corps Commander, Manstein was not asked to participate in the planning of 
the war against Russia. However, he was present at Hitler’s address of 30 March 
1941 to all the Generals who had been intended for Commands on the Eastern 
Front. He was thus made aware of the methods under which this campaign was to 
be conducted. The words ‘Jewish Bolshevist subhuman’ were introduced into the 
vocabulary. 

Manstein’s ambition to command an armoured corps was finally fulfilled. He 
was given command of LVI Motorized Corps. In 1942, the ‘motorized corps’ was 
renamed ‘Panzer corps.’ Army Group North, commanded by Feldmarschall Ritter 
von Leeb consisted of two armies, 18th Army under Kiichler and 16th Army under 
Busch. Hoepner’s Panzergruppe 4 included two Corps under Manstein and 
Reinhardt. Some weeks later, Manstein’s Corps was transferred to Busch’s 16th 
Army. Manstein immediately showed himself the equal of Germany’s best Panzer 
Commanders. 

During his operations he developed his mastery in conducting mobile opera- 
tions of large units. He would be unsurpassed in this by any German commander 
during the war. His Corps was given the most far-reaching assignment within Army 
Group North, that of capturing Diinaburg and pushing all opposing forces into a 
narrow stretch along the Baltic coast. Once again, Halder loomed in the shadow. 
Manstein did not receive the best, armoured units that he required. They were given 
to Reinhardt’s corps that had been assigned a more limited advance. Manstein had 
complained to Heusinger who had become head of operations at OKH. Heusinger 
transmitted his request to Halder who replied: “The commander in chief of the 
Army Group, Ritter von Leeb, has decided and OKH will not intervene.””” 

Manstein had thus to make do with the units left to him, but still he 
conducted his operation in true Blitzkrieg fashion. As always in his commands, he 
had a very capable staff. His chief-of-staff was Major von Elverfeldt, to whom he 
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paid the highest compliments. As chief-of-staff of 9th Army, von Elverfeldt would 
later have to suffer General Model’s outbursts of temper, something that never 
occurred in Manstein’s staff. In his relation with his staff officers, Manstein was 
always what the Germans called Ein Herr. On the first day, Manstein’s Corps 
advanced 60 kilometres. The capture of Diinaburg was planned after an offensive 
of two weeks. Manstein took the city after four days. At times his Corps was 
isolated up to 60 kilometres from the Panzer group and he was personally at risk of 
being captured. 

As Corps Commander, Manstein commanded in the front line. In Verlorene 
Siege he extolled the virtues of this method: 


The Second World War required new Command Methods, especially 
with the fast units. Their situation is subject to rapid change. The possi- 
bilities of taking advantage of a successful situation are so brief that the 
commander is unable to judge them from a remote headquarters ... More 
importantly, the soldier must never have the feeling that orders are given 
in the rear without knowledge of how things really are in front. He also 
gets satisfaction when he sees that his commander can get involved in a 
‘real mess’ and that he can also partake in the soldiers’ joy at success. Only 
through daily presence in the front line can the commander know about 
the many worries of his troops and provide remedies. The commander 
cannot limit himself to issuing orders. He must be a comrade to his 
soldiers. His presence at the front line is his main source of renewed inspi- 
ration.” 


Many German corps and division commanders led in this manner. It was one 
of the main reasons of their superiority over their opponents. Some Army and 
Army Group commanders led in a similar way. However, when Manstein became 
commander of an Army and later of an Army Group, he commanded ‘from 
behind’ at his headquarters. He understood correctly that command of the largest 
units required an overall knowledge of the situation and that it required a highly 
competent staff to be always available to him. The commander of the largest units, 
who lead from the front line, had only a limited view of the position where they 
happened to be at any given moment. 

Every medal has an obverse. The ease with which Manstein obtained his first 
successes in the East, would lead him to view the Russian leadership with 
contempt. He did not realise that the Russians had recovered from their first 
setbacks and that they now had brilliant high commanders. Manstein’s ill- 
informed views of the Russian leadership will be referred to in a number of specific 
instances, his general opinion can already be summarised here: 


Deficient ability at the highest levels of command, lack of responsibility 
resulting from a totalitarian system, [a somewhat strange statement, given 
the nature of the Third Reich], inadequate staff performance at units, lack 
of independence of the junior officers and the soldiers, all contributed to 
the defeat of the Russians in the first months. Undoubtedly the Red Army 
Generals learned something as the war progressed. But their successes 
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were only due to the mistakes of the German supreme leadership and to 
their own increasing superiority in men and equipment. When the ratio 
grows to 5:1, even 7:1, art is no longer required. Blood and iron was avail- 
able to the Russians in sufficient quantity to enable them to dispense with 
leadership art. Had the Soviet command possessed the ability to lead, we 
would not have been able to survive 1943.” 


Manstein’s advance was halted when Busch’s 16th Army was in danger of 
being encircled and Manstein had to go to his rescue. Once again, Busch had 
shown himself incapable of commanding a large size unit. While commanding his 
Corps, Manstein was for the first time confronted with the Commissar Order. 


Commander in Chief of 11th Army 


On 12 September 1941, Generaloberst von Schobert, commander in chief of 11th 
Army was killed in an air crash and Manstein was appointed his successor. General 
Heusinger commented in a letter to his wife, “He has an Army and appears finally 
to be satisfied.”** Manstein had to wait until March 1942 for his promotion to 
Generaloberst, as probably Halder once again put on the brakes. Wehrmacht rules, 
which were still valid in 1941, called for a commander to hold the rank provided 
for the unit that was under his orders. When he gained command of a larger forma- 
tion, he was promoted to a higher rank, either immediately or after a short period, 
during which he had to show his aptitude. The normal rank for an Army 
commander was Generaloberst. There were only few exceptions, such as General der 
Infanterie Carl-Heinrich von Stiilpnagel, who was made Commander in Chief of 
17th Army at the beginning of the war against Russia, and never promoted there- 
after. Another exception was Manstein. Given his previous performances, his 
promotion should have occurred immediately. 

Without doubt, Manstein was due for an army command, however 11th 
Army was ‘a Trojan horse’. Until the beginning of the war against Russia, Halder 
was the epitome of caution. But after the first Kessel ie encirclement victories, he 
became the victim of an increasing Aubris. On day twelve of the Russian campaign, 
he wrote in his diary that the war had already been won and that only mopping up 
remained. For a number of weeks he kept to that opinion, although the Russian 
defence at Smolensk, which halted the Wehrmacht advance in that sector for nearly 
a month in July, should have been an eye-opener. In other armies, a Chief of the 
General Staff who had been faulty to such an extent in his judgement would have 
been immediately relieved. Hitler, in spite of his threats, would continue to show a 
surprising leniency with generals, and retained Halder at the head of the 
Generalstab until 29 September 1942. 

As the Russian campaign, Barbarossa, did not develop in the manner foreseen 
by OKH, Brauchitsch and Halder became increasingly insecure. Once again they 
could feel Manstein breathing down their necks. Therefore, as before in the West, 
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the ‘uncomfortable operating head’ had to be quickly sent far away. General 
Heusinger wrote: 


What was Manstein’s assignment? The conquest of the Crimea, a theatre 
of limited size which did not allow for large scale operations. The main 
purpose was to take Sevastopol, a fortress. Was Manstein now looked 
upon as a fortress expert? I have never been able to ascertain why he 
received that command. It was simply said that it was his turn to receive 


an Army.” 


11th Army contained a sinister element which, at that time, could not be fore- 
seen. Manstein got stuck in the Crimea for nine months. Meanwhile, Ohlendorf’s 
Einsatzgruppe D engaged in the mass murder of the Crimean Jews, along with the 
active participation of units from Manstein’s Army. Manstein became one of the 
major Holocaust perpetrators among the German generals. 

Manstein had likewise become victim of a sudden Aubris. His Blitzkrieg 
successes in the North apparently made him believe that it would be likewise in the 
Crimea and he let it be known that he would take Sevastopol before Christmas. No 
general has universal knowledge, every commander has weaknesses. Manstein was 
the foremost specialist in mobile warfare. The battle for the Crimea would turn 
into a prolonged position campaign in a small theatre, with hand-to-hand fighting 
reminiscent of World War I, accompanied by exceptionally heavy losses. Survivors 
of the battle, who appear on Knopp’s video, still find it difficult to talk about their 
experiences without deep emotion. The campaign in the Crimea ended with the 
capture of Sevastopol and brought Manstein the Feldmarschall baton. However, it 
must be viewed as his weakest performance in the whole war. 

At first all seemed to go in the direction of Manstein’s view. By November, 
every major city of the Crimea was in German hands, only Sevastopol remained to 
be taken. Manstein’s prophecy to take the fortress before Christmas appeared close 
to fulfilment. But in December 1941, the tide of the war in the East had turned on 
the entire Front. Blitzkrieg operations belonged to the past. In the Crimea, sizeable 
Red Army forces had landed at Kerch, Feodosia, and Eupatoria. Basically 
Manstein was back to square one. When confronted with that unexpected situa- 
tion, he would, for the first time, display the ruthlessness, shown to a subordinate 
commander, whose actions could cast a shadow on his own unblemished reputa- 
tion. Such was his brutal relief of General Count von Sponeck, which would have a 
tragic conclusion for a most distinguished officer.” 

General von Sponeck had been Manstein’s subordinate as Ia of the Berlin 
Wehrkreis during the period when Manstein was its chief-of-staff. He was a highly 
decorated officer who had shown himself an opponent of National-Socialism since 
before the war. During the trial of Generaloberst von Fritsch he volunteered to 
appear as a character witness for his Commander in Chief. His address to the court 
was interrupted by Géring, who ordered him to “stop making irresponsible polit- 
ical statements.” 

At the beginning of the war, Sponeck commanded the 22nd Infantry Divi- 
sion. When the war against Russia began, he was on sick leave. He returned to 
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active service in December 1941 and received command of XLII Corps, stationed 
on the Crimean Kerch peninsula. After Kerch was taken, he was ordered to prepare 
operation “Wintersport,’ a landing at Taman. He had had to give up two of his 
divisions. One was needed when the Russians broke through on the Mius River in 
the Ukraine, the other was required by Manstein to strengthen the attack on 
Sevastopol. He thus remained with only one complete division, the 46th Infantry 
Division, commanded by Generalleutnant Himer. The Division had no artillery or 
Panzer units and was thus limited in its actions. Communications with 1 1th Army 
headquarters were technically deficient. 

On 26 December 1941, massive Red Army contingents landed at Kerch. 
Sponeck had repeatedly requested reinforcements from 11th Army, which were 
denied. He felt that his corps was not in a position to hold the peninsula and 
requested Manstein’s permission to evacuate it. Manstein forbade the retreat. On 
29 December 1941, a new Russian landing occurred at Feodosia. Sponeck consid- 
ered his situation to be hopeless and decided to abandon the Kerch peninsula on 
his own responsibility. Manstein issued a contrary order at 10.09 am which, 
because of faulty communications, did not reach Himer’s division before 1 pm. 
The evacuation had already begun and Himer was unable to halt it. 

There is no doubt that Sponeck acted in accordance with his conscience and 
his appreciation of the situation of his corps. Manstein was furious. He immedi- 
ately relieved Sponeck, not on grounds of his independent action, but because he 
felt that Sponeck was not able to face a critical situation of the kind that had arisen 
at Kerch.”’ Manstein reported his decision to the Commander in Chief of Army 
Group South, Feldmarschall von Reichenau. Manstein knew Reichenau’s ruthless- 
ness well enough to be aware that this reporting would put Sponeck’s head on the 
block. As could be expected, Reichenau reported immediately to OKH. Sponeck 
requested a court-martial in order to vindicate himself. Hitler pre-empted the 
request, and himself ordered Sponeck’s immediate court-martial. 

A few weeks earlier, when the Russians launched their massive counter offen- 
sive at Moscow, Hitler had issued a ‘stay put’ order which forbade any voluntary 
retreat. The ‘stay put’ order remains a subject of contest to this day. However, 
Hitler viewed himself as the saviour of the Eastern front with the ‘stay put’ order. 
Sponeck was the first victim of a disobedience to the order. He was to be followed 
by Guderian and Hoepner. When Hitler heard that Hoepner had given an order 
for a local retreat, he became enraged and yelled at Halder: 


Has the man gone crazy? This is total madness. First General Sponeck 
evacuates the Kerch peninsula because a few Russians have landed in his 
rear, and now Hoepner does the same in front of Moscow. I am the one 
who commands and everyone has to obey me without condition. Where 
would we be if every general starts to ask himself whether an order was 
justified or not? This is simply cowardice before the enemy. I am the only 
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person responsible. I alone and no one else. I will ruthlessly eradicate any 
other opinion.” 


A commission of inquiry against Sponeck was formed under the presidency of 
Generaloberst Haase, who accepted his appointment on the condition that an even- 
tual death sentence would be commuted to fortress detention. Hitler communi- 
cated his agreement through Géring, who would preside over the court-martial. 
The two assistant judges were General Eugen Miiller, and General von Seydlitz- 
Kurzbach who had vainly tried to be excused. Sponeck had previously been his 
commander. At his trial Sponeck stated that he would not hesitate to act in the 
same manner again if faced with a similar situation. A few days later, Hitler met 
with the Romanian dictator, Marshal Antonescu and vented his fury at Sponeck. 
Antonescu replied that he would have acted just as Sponeck. On that same day, at 
his regular evening meeting, Hitler said that Antonescu understood no more about 
warfare than Franco. 

Sponeck was sentenced to death and Hitler immediately commuted his 
sentence to six years’ fortress detention. Sponeck was cashiered from the Army but 
continued to receive full pay. Hitler was always generous in financial matters. 
Manstein repeatedly attempted to have the sentence quashed, but was told that 
‘Sponeck’s bad political behaviour’ during his imprisonment would not permit his 
release, let alone his reinstatement. On 22 July 1944 Himmler gave a personal 
order to have Sponeck shot. His widow was sent to a concentration camp and her 
property was confiscated, leaving her with 40 marks. 

Manstein was certainly acting within his authority in relieving Sponeck, but 
the manner in which he reported it to a higher level is questionable. Manstein had 
repeatedly turned down Sponeck’s requests for reinforcements and thus had his 
share of responsibility. Compared with other commanders-in-chief, Manstein 
does not appear in a favourable light. Feldmarschall Model probably held the 
record for the number of corps commanders relieved. He always moved them 
towards higher echelons and none suffered any future damage. Even Manstein’s 
admirer Brett-Smith would write that the relief of a distinguished officer may have 
been justified on the grounds of discipline, but that it was unnecessarily harsh.” 
Reichenau did not content himself with reporting Sponeck to the highest level. He 
issued an order stating that 46th Division had forfeited its honour and forbade any 
decoration awards to its troops. Reichenau died of a stroke in January 1942. His 
successor, Feldmarschall von Bock, rescinded his order. 

In the light of Manstein’s later failure at Stalingrad, his conclusions about the 
conduct of Sponeck must be viewed with sceptisism: 


The case of General Sponeck shows the tragedy of a commander, who is 
torn between his duty to obey orders, and his own understanding about 
required operative steps. He knows that he risks his head if he disobeys, 
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but he can still find himself compelled to act contrary to orders. Only a 
soldier can be confronted with such a conflict.” 


A year later at Stalingrad, Manstein would face a similar conflict, but he was 
not prepared to risk his head. Sponeck had given up a piece of territory to save a 
division from annihilation. Manstein recoiled from his responsibilities and blamed 
his subordinates. 

The fighting in the Crimea continued until 1 July 1942. The capture of 
Sevastopol was very difficult. Two giant artillery guns, ‘Dora’, which had been 
built for the destruction of the strongest forts of the Maginot line, had to be 
brought from France. 

After the fall of Sevastopol Manstein was promoted to Feldmarschall. His 
promotion to Generloberst had taken place on 7 March 1942. 


Section II: The Descent 


The absurd commands. The Leningrad intermezzo and the 
guest performance at Army Group Centre 


After the fall of Sevastopol, 11th Army had to be refreshed with replacement units. 
Manstein took a leave of a few weeks in Romania. On his return, he was surprised 
to learn that his Army was to be sent to Army Group North, in a new attempt to 


take Leningrad. General Heusinger commented: 


After Manstein had taken the Crimea with a few elegant moves, he was 
now asked to put his experience to use, in order to take Leningrad. For the 
second time he was ordered to take a fortress, a task which required more 


technical knowledge than operative talent.” 


Manstein looked upon his new assignment as an absurdity. As a Corps 
Commander he had been part of Army Group North which had been ordered to 
take Leningrad. He knew that if an Army Group, consisting of 2 Armies and a 
Panzer Group, was unable to take the city, parts only of 11th Army would not be 
able to take ‘the remaining ten kilometres’, In fact only two Corps and four addi- 
tional Divisions had been sent north. In 1941, Hitler had boasted in a speech that 
“he, who had marched all the way up to Leningrad, would have no difficulty in 
overcoming the remaining 10 kilometres.” Manstein was also aware that the 
Wehrmacht was no longer capable of simultaneous actions on the whole Eastern 
front. He knew that 1942 would find the South the centre of gravity of major 
actions. Offensive ‘Blue’ had already been launched. 

On his way to the northern ‘theatre’, Manstein stopped at Vinniza where 
Hitler had established a temporary headquarters, and spoke with Halder. In 
Verlorene Siege he wrote that Halder stated clearly “that he was opposed to Hitler’s 
idea to launch a new attack on Leningrad simultaneously with ‘Blue’. However, 
Hitler had stuck to his decision and would not depart from it. When I asked 
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Halder if he really felt that my Army could be spared from the South, he replied i in 
the affirmative. I remained sceptical, but at that stage I felt unable to contradict.”” 
A few weeks later Halder was dismissed. 

Still Manstein had to develop an operational plan, Nordlicht. He did this only 
half-heartedly. “We were obviously aware that success would at best be problem- 
atic. That the whole operation could turn out to be superfluous did not make it 
more attractive.”*' However Manstein carefully omits mentioning the central 
sentence of his order: "The main purpose of the operation is to strengthen the 
encirclement, in order to totally cut off the minimal supplies reaching the city over 
Lake Ladoga.” “’This was no novelty, it was a continuation of the famine policy 
which Heeresgruppe Nord had initiated and which Manstein had practiced in the 
Crimea. More than a million civilians died during the siege of Leningrad, mostly of 
famine, twice the number of the Germans who were killed during the air raids on 
German cities. 

No important operations took place in the North, and they are reported in 
only a cursory manner in the literature of the Second World War. Along the shores 
of Lake Ladoga, the units of 11th Army encountered the Red Army’s Novgorod 
‘front’ under General Vatutin, and suffered a setback. Manstein does not mention 
this in his memoirs and writes only about the annihilation of the Russian Army. 
Conceivably both events occurred. 

At Vinniza, Manstein was horrified when he heard of the decision to create 
twenty-two Luftwaffenfeld divisions, ie air force field divisions. The divisions were 
inefficient and were the subject of jokes in the Wehrmacht, with expressions such as 
Luftwaffenfluchtdivisionen, ie air force ‘run-a-way’ divisions. They were created by 
a direct order of the vain Géring, who, until he fell from grace, was always eager to 
emphasise his position as ‘the second man’ in the state. The soldiers had been 
superbly trained in the air force, but had insufficient time to adjust themselves to 
infantry warfare and suffered losses out of all proportion. 

After the end of its operations in the North, 11th Army was transferred to 
Army Group Centre. Hitler had told Manstein at Vinniza that he expected a major 
Russian offensive in the central area. At Vinniza, Manstein again became a 
Schlachtenbummler. There was no offensive in the centre. Hitler had become the 
victim of a clever deceit by the Russians. They created the appearance of a strong 
offensive against Army Group Centre, in order to conceal their preparations for 
their successful counter-offensive at Stalingrad. The Russian attack began on 19 
November 1942. A few days later, 6th Army was encircled. A new Army Group 
Don was hastily formed on 20 November, with the task of bringing relief to 6th 
Army, and Manstein was given its command. 


Stalingrad 
The battle of Stalingrad was the biggest defeat ever suffered by the German Army. 
One has to look back at the annihilation of the Prussian armies by Napoleon at 
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Jena and Auerstidt to find a similar occurrence. Never before had a whole German 
Army, in this case the largest Army on the Eastern Front, been encircled and anni- 
hilated. Both German commanders in chief involved, Manstein as head of Army 
Group Don, and Paulus as commander of 6th Army, showed themselves not up to 
the demands of their duties. Certainly Manstein, whose Army Group included 6th 
Army, bore a heavier responsibility than Paulus, who simply was not up to the 
requirements of an Army command. At first, Manstein viewed the situation with 
some optimism, but reality soon set in. The almost daily conversations between 
Manstein and Hitler, Zeitzler and Schmundt, are recorded in the war diary of 
Army Group Don. They show that Manstein had a clear grasp of the crisis and did 
his utmost in his talks with Hitler and OKH to convince them of the necessity to 
extricate 6th Army from its predicament. But he could not bring himself to issue 
orders on his own authority, although in his memoirs he pretends to have done so. 
One may well ask what kind of risk he ran, if he had issued a clear order to 
break out in a Donnerschlag, and thus acted against Hitler’s order to have 6th Army 
remain the Kessel. It would not have cost Manstein his head. Hitler never had 
generals executed for disobedience. But suppose Manstein had been sentenced to 
death. A Feldmarschall puts the lives of hundreds of thousands of his soldiers at 
daily risk, therefore he has to be prepared to put his own head on the block, as his 
conscience dictates. Without doubt Manstein would have been dismissed, prob- 
ably also cashiered, and his dream of being the final saviour of the Fatherland as 
chief of a new Generalstab or Supreme Commander would have come to an end. 
Manstein was not the only Feldmarschall to put more value on his own life 
than on the fate of his soldiers. In 1946, at the British POW camp at Bridgehead, 
Feldmarschall von Rundstedt was questioned by a Professor Gerhard Leibholz. He 
was an expert in constitutional law who had emigrated to Britain 1939. Leibholz 
asked him about the Ardennes offensive, the ‘Battle of the Bulge’. He wondered if 
Rundstedt had not been aware that it was doomed to failure. Rundstedt replied 
that he had looked on the planning of this battle as nonsensical. Leibholz than 
asked him why he did not rescue himself from that command. He received the 
reply: “Had I opposed, I may have been shot.”*? In Verlorene Siege, Manstein’s 
description of his former commander, Rundstedt, came close to panegyrics, a 
eulogy. In a conversation with Stahlberg, during his journey to his new Army 
Group command, he was more realistic. Questioned about his opinion of 


Rundstedt he replied drily, “He is the most senior on the list.” 


Manstein’s counteroffensive after Stalingrad and SS- 
Obergruppenfiihrer Hausser’s open disobedience to Hitler 


After the defeat at Stalingrad, Manstein launched a brilliant operation which 
recaptured Charkov and Belgorod, and re-established parts of the 1942 front line 
in the southern Ukraine. Manstein would again show his unchallenged mastery in 
the conduct of large-scale mobile operations. Manstein’s counter-offensive was 
unquestionably an operational masterpiece. However, his own comments, and 
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statements by his admirers, would cast a cloud over it. In Verlorene Siege Manstein 
wrote that the winter of 1942 had again ended in ‘victory’. To talk about ‘victory’ 
after the disasters at Stalingrad and in the Caucasus, and the recapture of territory 
which would soon be overrun again by the Red Army, sounds somewhat divorced 
from reality. The word ‘success’ would have been more appropriate. 

In Knopp’s video, the Bundeswehr four-star General von Kielmansegg labels 
Manstein’s operation as “the greatest stroke of genius during the whole war.” 
However, compared with Manstein’s operational plan for the battle of France, the 
Allied landing in France 1944 ‘Overlord,’ and the great Russian counter-offensive at 
Stalingrad, Uranus, such a superlative may give rise to some doubt. Breithaupt goes 
one step further in his statement that Manstein’s attack had “a world historical 
importance” since it prevented Stalin from reaching dominance over all of Europe. 

However, Manstein’s efforts may well have come to naught, if SS- 
Obergruppenfiihrer Hausser had not done what Manstein would never dare do. 
Hausser commanded the Waffen-SS Panzer Corps within Manstein’s Army 
Group. At that time it was the only corps unit of the Waffen-SS. It was part of an 
Armeegruppe “commanded by General Lanz. Like all Waffen-SS units, the corps 
was provided with the best equipment available. All Waffen-SS senior commanders 
were volunteers and the relation between officers of all ranks were less formal than 
in the Wehrmacht. Hausser’s Corps held Charkov, which was besieged by over- 
whelming Red Army units. Hitler had issued a direct order to Hausser to hold 
Charkov at all costs. Hausser knew that his corps would be doomed if he obeyed. 

On 15 February 1943, at 1 pm, Hausser assembled his staff and told his offi- 
cers: “Although I have received a formal order from the Fiihrerand my commander 
to hold the city, I have decided to evacuate it under my sole responsibility and 
without any cover from above.”“* Hausser was faced with the conflict of loyalty 
that Manstein explained, at length, after his dismissal of General von Sponeck. 
Manstein would never solve it. Hausser placed his responsibility toward his troops 
and conscience ahead of military obedience. Hausser received an additional order, 
to hold the city, from General Lanz. He paid no attention to it and withdrew his 
corps with all its equipment. The clash between Lanz and Hausser would drive yet 
another thorn into the legend of the ‘totally clean and non-Nazi Wehrmacht,’ and 
the ‘totally criminal Waffen-SS.’ 

Lanz was in opposition to the regime. On one occasion he had exhorted his 
Army commander to arrest Hitler when he visited his Army headquarters. Yet he 
felt bound to follow an order by Hitler which he knew to be insane. After the war, 
he would be sentenced to fifteen years by the IMT for massacres committed by his 
troops on the Greek Island Kephalonia. Hausser, a high Waffen-SS commander, 
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would be looked on as a totally committed Nazi, something he never was. He 
chose to disobey and he was never indicted for war crimes. 

Hausser was born in 1880, a scion of a family of Prussian officers over genera- 
tions. At cadet school, he was a contemporary of the future Feldmarschalls von 
Bock and von Kluge. He became a member of the Imperial Generalstab and held 
troop commands and staff assignments during World War I. He was accepted into 
the Reichswehrand rose to Generalmajor. In 1932 he had reached the age limit for a 
Generalmajor and was retired with the rank of Generalleutnant. When the Waffen- 
SS was established, Himmler was eager to recruit Army officers in retirement and 
Hausser was an obvious candidate. He never hid that he would have preferred to 
return to the Wehrmacht but he saw no prospect for further advancement there. 

Hausser became one of the ‘rebellious’ Waffen-SS commanders. He frequently 
made fun of Himmler, who would label him as the “typical Generalstab officer in 
black uniform.” He never issued ‘orders of the day’ in which he eulogised Hitler's 
military genius, and never engaged in open Nazi propaganda. In 1945, he was one 
of the few commanders who would openly refuse to obey Hitler’s Nero order for 
the total destruction of the German infrastructure. In 1944 he became commander 
of 7th Army, after Generaloberst Dollmann committed suicide. Generalmajor von 
Gersdorff became his chief-of-staff. A few weeks before 20 July 1944, Gersdorff 
felt confident enough to inform Hausser of his opposition to Hitler. Hausser did 
not report this conversation to higher levels and replied, “I can fully understand 
your motives, but please accept that I still feel bound by my oath of loyalty.”” 

Without the help of Hausser’s intact corps, Manstein would have been unable 
to retake Charkov. Since Hausser’s corps played the decisive part in Manstein’s 
operation, its mention could not be omitted in Verlorene Siege. Manstein did not 
mention Hausser by name and limited himself to the somewhat contemptuous 
comment that ‘a Waffen-SS commander could of course get away with anything’, 
while a Wehrmacht General would have been court-martialed.” 

The conclusion was typical for the Third Reich. Lanz, who had insisted on 
obedience to an order by Hitler, was dismissed and never promoted. Hausser, who 
had chosen to disobey, heard a few grumbling words from Hitler’s distant head- 
quarters about the undisciplined and independent SS-generals and had to wait for 
five months for the award of the Oak Leaves to his Iron Cross. He was later 
promoted to SS-Oberstgruppenfiihrer, a rank corresponding to Generaloberst. 

When Hausser read Verlorene Siege, he told one of his comrades that he longed 
to meet Manstein person, to ask him how he would have fared at Charkov without 
the assistance of his corps. 


Operation ‘Citadel’ 


The battles for Kursk and the ‘Citadel’ phase have their own chapter in this book. 
Kursk was the turning point of the war in the East. After that defeat, the Germans 
could launch no further initiatives. Manstein’s Army Group, renamed ‘South’ after 
Stalingrad, was one of the two Army Groups engaged in the failed offensive. 
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Manstein’s dismissal 


After the failure of ‘Citadel,’ Manstein’s Army Group conducted a series of defence 
operations. He would still be able to show his operational skill and obtain tempo- 
rary local successes. Manstein’s relations with Hitler deteriorated rapidly. On 30 
March 1944, he was relieved of his Command, never to be employed again. The 
dismissal occurred under unusually polite circumstances. While Hitler resented 
Manstein, the Feldmarschall s impressive bearing reminded him of the Generals he 
had once admired, and he could not fault his performance. Hitler began the 
meeting by handing Manstein the Swords to his Knight’s Cross. He then told him 
that he was very satisfied with his performance, but that Manstein obviously 
needed a rest and to take care of his eyes. Later, he said he would certainly employ 
him again, and hinted vaguely that he might make him Supreme Commander 
West. Manstein, who should have known what to make of Hitler's words, was 
naive enough to believe him. 

Hitler then annoyed Manstein by saying that the time for ‘operating’ was past, 
and now he needed a ‘stayer’ like Model, who would rush from one point of danger 
to the next and re-establish a situation. Manstein replied testily that his Army 
Group had completed what could be done and that Model could be sufficient for 
what remained. Manstein took leave of Hitler with the words: “I hope that you will 
never have to regret the decision you took today.” 

After his dismissal, Manstein became a spectator until the end of the war. He 
did not take part in the ‘resistance’ movement, although he was courted. Until the 
very end, he remained convinced that Hitler would recall him if the situation 
became desperate and would entrust him with supreme command. Manstein had 
moved from Liegnitz to Berlin. A statement by Knopp, that Manstein had visited 
OKH headquarters at Zossen during the last months of the war, and asked for 
command of a battalion, can be dismissed as ‘journalistic fantasy.” 

On 29 January 1945, he suddenly decided to call on Hitler at the chancellery 
of the Reich, where Hitler had transferred his headquarters. He had ordered 
Stahlberg to accompany him but did not mention what he intended to say to 
Hitler. Hitler refused to receive him. One can have some understanding that Hitler 
was in no mood at that time to be subjected once more to a lecture by Manstein. 
He knew quite well what Manstein would say to him. However, Hitler’s refusal to 
permit Manstein to meet one of his adc was an unnecessary snub. 

During the last days of the war, Manstein left Berlin and found refuge at 
Weissenhaus, near Hamburg. After the partial German surrender to Montgom- 
ery’s Army Group, Manstein asked Stahlberg to go to Montgomery’s headquarters, 
tell him where he was and ask him what Montgomery expected him to do. He 
received the reply that he should stay at his home and await developments. The 
British troops were informed and no personal harm would accrue to him. A few 
days later the British placed him under arrest. 
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disgust on hearing denials of actions which only the day before were 


considered to be sa 
Dr Laternser stated: 


They [the officers] are here because their fate had it that they had been 
brought into a situation by the leadership of the state from which even the 
prosecution is unable to show an escape. My Lord Justices! Never before 
have military leaders in any country had to face a comparable situation. 


The Italian Generals had certainly faced a similar situation. They had also 
served a dictatorship. However, they found an escape. Despite formal orders by 
Mussolini, they refused to proceed with the deportation of Jews from territories 
occupied by them. They protected all Jews, not only Italians, from any discrimi- 
nating measures such as the wearing of the yellow star. 

Contrary to Dr Laternser’s arguments, the prosecution did find a way. The 
Generalstab and the OKW were acquitted because the war crimes tribunal decided 
that neither responded to the criteria which had been established for the definition 
of a ‘group.’ However, a number of generals and Generalstab officers were individ- 
ually indicted and were hardly impressive in their defences. 

The acquittal gave birth to the untenable legend of the ‘clean Wehrmacht 
which remained for years. 

After the acquittal, Manstein wrote to his wife on 2 October 1946 that he 
experienced the utmost satisfaction of having rendered the Army a last service and 
that the ‘unpleasant’ accompanying comments by the tribunal could have been 
expected. However, they contained much more than ‘unpleasantness.’ Already the 
prosecution had argued: 


We are still searching, in vain, for a German General who chose to resign 
rather than obey an order that led to criminal war, or which caused 
murder and ill-treatment of tens of thousands of helpless civilians and 
prisoners of war. 


It would be difficult to find a more scathing condemnation than the 
concluding ‘unpleasant’ statements by the presiding judge, Lord Justice Geoffrey 


Lawrence: 


They have been responsible in large measure for the miseries and suffer- 
ings that have fallen on millions of men, women and children. They have 
been a disgrace to the honourable profession of arms. Without their mili- 
tary guidance the aggressive actions of Hitler and his fellow Nazis would 
have been academic and sterile. Many of these men have made a mockery 
of the soldier’s oath of obedience to military orders. When it suits their 
defence they say that they had to obey. When confronted with Hitler’s 
brutal crimes, which are shown to have been within their general knowl- 
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The Trials 


The Trial of the OKW and the Generalstab 


In 1946 Manstein was sent to the prison at Nuremberg in order to participate as 
expert in the defence at the trial of the OKW and the Generalstab, both of which 
had been indicted as ‘groups’. If found guilty, all their members would become 
automatically subject to indictment. A team of five Generals was designated to 
prepare the defence, Feldmarschalls von Brauchitsch and von Manstein, 
Generaloberst Halder, and Generals Warlimont and Westphal. For once, Manstein 
and Halder would find themselves on the same side. Manstein became the 
spokesman of this team. His selection was logical. His reputation was still sky high, 
Brauchitsch had been forgotten since his dismissal in 1941 and he was already criti- 
cally ill. Manstein would not have accepted Halder as spokesman, and Westphal 
and Warlimont were junior to him in rank. Moreover Manstein was known to 
express himself with great clarity. 

Manstein wrote to his wife: “There were the three of us, the other two were 
Brauchitsch and Rundstedt, who were called as witnesses.” Given Manstein’s repu- 
tation, the other generals of the panel agreed to let him present the arguments. “I 
became the centre of their attacks, since they knew that I had been the main instru- 
ment in preparing the defence.” 

Manstein and the head of the team of German attorneys, Dr Hans 
Laternser, had at first agreed upon a strategy that was doomed from the start, ie 
to blame everything on the SS. After careful study of the files, Dr Laternser 
came to the conclusion that it could not succeed. He advised Manstein to insist 
that the Generals had fought Hitler and Himmler’s criminal orders with their 
utmost energy. Such a statement by Manstein was somewhat strange, since he 
would affirm at his own trial that he had no knowledge of such crimes. The 
historian Hans-Heinrich Wilhelm commented on the paper submitted by the 
panel: 


A cliché which has remained for years with the public, and also in part of 
the historical literature, purports that, apart from the SS, no one had 
participated in the Nazi crimes and, above all, not in the genocide of the 
Jews. All witnesses of the ministry for the East and the civilian administra- 
tion stated solemnly, in many words, that they knew nothing and that 
they were powerless. Even Reichsmarschall Goring pretended that he had 
no insight into the organisation and the actions of the SS/Even among the 
members of the SS only a few would acknowledge what they had done 
and what they had known, and put the blame on comrades who had 
either been killed in action or already sentenced at other proceedings. 
Only a few, among them SS-Obergruppenfiihrer von dem Bach-Zelewski, 


who appeared as a prosecution witness, broke the taboo at times, in their 
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edge, they say that they disobeyed. The truth is that they actively partici- 


pated in all these crimes, or sat silent and acquiescent.” 


Like all cross-the-board judgements, this is not entirely fair. A number of high 
ranking officers had participated in the attempt of 20 July 1944 and paid with their 
lives. Others, like Generalleutnant Groppe had taken positive action. General 
Groppe commanded a division in the West. In September 1939, local party offi- 
cials in the Saar planned a pogrom against the Jews who had remained. General 
Groppe ordered his troops to disband them, if necessary by force of arms. After 
publicly attacking a speech by Himmler, Groppe was cashiered, and thereafter sent 


to a concentration camp. 


Manstein’s trial 


Manstein was put on trial before a British military tribunal in 1949. It was to be the 
last trial for war crimes against a German General, and none caused more emotion. 
At that time, paper was still short in Germany and the press reported only 
summarily. Manstein’s trial continues to be written about even now. On the 
fiftieth anniversary of Manstein’s sentencing, the most influential German daily, 
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, published on 20 December 1999, a full page article 
by Bert-Oliver Manning with the title: “What one does not admit, one does not 
know.” 

The initial intention was to try four commanders, Feldmarschalls von 
Brauchitsch, von Rundstedt, von Manstein and Generaloberst Strauss. Brauchitsch 
died of angina pectoris before the proceedings began. Rundstedt and Strauss were 
deemed to be physically and mentally unfit to submit to proceedings. Thus 
Manstein alone remained. 

The British government showed considerable reluctance to opening the 
proceedings. Churchill's “Grand Alliance’ no longer existed. Russia had turned 
from ally to potential enemy, and Germany was a factor in the European Defence 
Strategy. The establishment of NATO had been decided. German participation 
with a new Army was under tacit consideration, although it was not yet a subject of 
public discussion. 

The questionable McCloy amnesty had taken these considerations into 
account. The Generals who had been sentenced by the IMT were set free after a 
few years. They wrote memoirs and appeared as unblemished heroes at meetings of 
soldiers’ associations. Particularly outrageous were the amnesties after the trial of 
the Einsatzgruppen. (IMT, case 9). Seventeen accused were sentenced to death. 
Only four, Ohlendorf, Dr Braune, Naumann and Blobel were hanged. The others 
were soon freed and engaged in lucrative business activities. 

The British military government in occupied Germany was in favour of a mild 
attitude towards the German generals, both in a spirit of comradeship and in their 
desire to avoid a burden in the new relationship between Britain and Germany. 
There was also fear of the risk that a rigid attitude towards former Wehrmacht 
generals could put German rearmament in jeopardy. Pressure for a trial of 
Manstein came from the US. The head of the American prosecution team at 
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Nuremberg, Telford Taylor, had found voluminous evidence against him, and 
communicated the documentation to the British Attorney General, Sir Hartley 
Shawcross. His documentation convinced Shawcross’ parliamentary under- 
secretary Elwyn Jones, that a trial against Manstein was called for. Elwyn Jones, 
who later belonged to the prosecution team at the Manstein trial, in turn 
persuaded the Foreign Secretary, Ernest Bevin and the Defence Secretary, 
Emanuel Shinwell that proceedings against Manstein were necessary. 

The openings were delayed by the British High Command in occupied 
Germany. Their head, General Sir Sholto Douglas, wrote to the British Foreign 
Office: “We know that the Americans will make use of a lot of evidence of a very 
dubious nature.”™ In an effort to put an end to disputes between different British 
authorities, the British government asked the American military command in 
Germany to consider trying the Generals before an American tribunal. General 
Clay turned down the request. In March 1948, the Soviet Union requested the 
British government to hand over Rundstedt and Manstein for a Soviet war crimes 
trial. The British government was opposed but did not want a major incident with 
the Soviet Union. The reply was that the Generals would be tried before a British 
court. The official decision was reached on 5 July 1948. 

Loud protests arose in Germany and Britain. Manstein was viewed as the least 
suitable man for a war crimes trial. His fame as a commander had remained unal- 
tered. He was considered to be the ideal representative of the traditional German 
Army. His military reputation had remained unaltered. He was known to have 
kept a clear distance from the Party. He had been courted by the ‘resistance’ move- 
ment. In 1944, he was dismissed by Hitler. That occurred only a few weeks after he 
had come close to glorification in a cover story in TIME magazine. Opposition in 
British Conservative circles ran high. Churchill said that the trial was simply ‘polit- 
ical idiocy.’ 

A defence fund was created to which Churchill, Montgomery and Liddell 
Hart made contributions. The sums raised in Germany and Britain reached 
50,000 DM, an immense amount at that time, since the German currency reform 
had just taken place. During the trial, Countess Marion Dénhoff wrote in the 
influential weekly Die Zeit: 


The shadows of total war have penetrated fully into the so-called peace. 
During the war, the state demands the utmost from its citizens, now the 
desire to re-educate him is also total. Even justice becomes subservient 
and loses its majesty. 


At first the trial was considered to be a simple formality which would end in 
certain acquittal. Manstein’s defence team was headed by Dr Laternser and Dr 
Leverkuehn. Both felt that a British lawyer was required for a trial before a British 
court. Whether this was really so is questionable. Dr. Laternser and Dr. 
Leverkuehn were exceptionally capable attorneys. Dr Laternser had been defence 
counsel at the trial of the OKW and the Generalstab and he had defended 
Feldmarschalls v. Leeb and List at their respective trials. Dr Leverkuehn had prac- 
tised in the USA and Britain before the war, and was thus well acquainted with 
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both countries’ procedures. He spoke perfect English. Also British and American 
procedures were much more favourable to the defendants than the German code. 
Other German lawyers had appeared at the IMT trials and foreign procedures had 
not proved to be an obstacle. 

Given the reactions in parts of British Conservative opinion, the Labour 
government felt that it had to yield to the request and to provide a defence counsel 
from its own ranks. Since the Conservative Party in Britain spearheaded the protest 
against a trial of Manstein, the Labour party, which was in power, felt that it had to 
provide a defence attorney from its own ranks. The Labour MP Reginald Paget was 
chosen as the main attorney and was assisted by his Jewish junior partner, Sam 
Silkin. Manstein had tried to refuse Silkin because he was a Jew.”? Manstein’s 
imbued anti-Semitism had the better of his intelligence, since a Jewish lawyer on 
his defence team was a major asset. The German public was elated with this 
tandem, ‘the pacifist and the Jew’ became a common slogan. 

The choice of Paget turned out to be unfortunate. Paget was not a star lawyer. 
His defence performance was mediocre and consisted mainly of ‘hymns’ about 
Manstein and interventions which breathed National-Socialist ‘propaganda’. 

Manstein had no influence over this choice and since he was in jail, he had to 
rely on outside assistance in the preparation of his defence strategy. His last chief- 
of-staff, General Theodor Busse, advised him to simply stick to the arguments used 
at the trial of the OKWand the Generalstab, with the Wehrmacht having only been 
a combat force, with no knowledge of the ideological war waged by the SS behind 
its lines. Knowledge of genocide had to be denied at all costs. 

The trial opened on 23 August 1949, at the Curio house in Hamburg and 
large crowds had assembled in the street to demonstrate open support. Manstein 
appeared in a dark suit, and his appearance remained impressive. At first, matters 
went as Manstein and his supporters had expected. However, 8 September 1949 
was the ‘black day’ for the defence. The prosecution produced a series of docu- 


ments: 


Manstein’s infamous order of the day of 20 November 1941, which followed a 
previous order by Reichenau, in which Manstein demanded that his soldiers 
showed understanding for the harsh punishment meted out on Jews. There was 
evidence that showed that Manstein’s 11th Army had requested that the 15,000 
Jews of Simferopol were to be shot before Christmas 1941. 


The correspondence between the staff of 11th Army and the commander of 
Einsategruppe D, Ohlendorf, with the request to hand over 120 watches which had 


been retrieved from the victims of the massacre. 


A page in the war diary of 11th Army, signed by Manstein, that it was unworthy for 
a German officer to watch the execution of Jews. Only the last document was a 
novelty. 


Manstein’s order of the day, of 20 November 1941, the massacre at 
Simferopol, and the ‘watch action’ had already been part of the charges against 
Manstein’s chief-of-staff, General Orto Wohler, at his previous trial before the 
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IMT. However, the Holocaust was not a central point at the preceding trials. At 
Nuremberg, Raul Hilberg had asked Robert Kempner, a former German senior 
justice official, who had emigrated to the US during the 1930s, and was a member 
of the prosecution team, why so little attention was paid to the Holocaust. 
Kempner replied that the notion ‘final solution’ simply did not exist at that time. 

Suddenly Manstein was proved a liar. As a witness at Nuremberg he had stated 
under oath that he had never heard of executions of Jews. Moreover, it appeared 
unbelievable that a man like Manstein would lower himself to the banality of an 
official request for 120 watches. Until that day, Manstein had remained impres- 
sive. Suddenly he became totally confused. Paget could no longer continue with his 
laudatory exposition and began to appeal to anti-Semitic feelings in the court. One 
might be surprised that Sam Silkin did not withdraw from Paget’s defence team. 
When shown the Reichenau order, which had served as a pattern for Manstein’s 
order of the day, he simply commented that he saw no difference between that 
order and an Allied document which requested the elimination of German milita- 
rism. “To label the Reichenau order as criminal is only evidence of a short 
memory.” 

The German press made an immediate turn-a-round. It became suddenly 
struck with silence. Until that day, it had daily reported the proceedings. After the 
disclosures, only the Hamburg daily Die Welt, the main paper in northern 
Germany, which was still under British supervision, continued its daily reporting. 
The other media ignored the trial and began to write about “false witnesses at the 
Malmedy trials” and other war crime proceedings which they considered to have 
been unfair. The weekly Sonntagzeitung demanded that German courts be 
permitted to try Allied commanders who had been guilty of crimes against 
Germany. In his final plea, Paget again resorted to pathos: 


I refuse to believe that the victor has the right to sit in judgement upon the 
vanquished. Manstein, the Hector of his nation, will never be considered 
by Germans as a war criminal. He is a hero of his nation and will remain 
so. Here, at this tribunal, he has fought his last and fearless battle for the 
reputation of the men whom he led in combat and who laid down their 
lives. 


The judges were not impressed and Manstein was found guilty on the 
following charges: 


¢ He had neglected his duty as military commander to see to the humanitarian 
treatment of prisoners-of-war. As a consequence thereof 7,993 prisoners 
within the area of 11th Army had either died, been shot, or delivered to the 
SD. The tribunal emphasised however that Manstein had not acted 
deliberately and recklessly. 

¢ He had executed an order from OKH that escaped Russian prisoners-of-war, 
who had been seized behind the German lines, in uniform or in civilian 
clothes, would be treated as guerillas. 

¢ He had ordered prisoners-of-war to be engaged in work which endangered 
their lives and which was prohibited by the Geneva convention. 

¢ He had permitted the execution of the ‘Commissar’ order. 
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¢ He had tolerated the execution of Jews by Einsategruppe D. However, the 
tribunal could not find sufficient evidence that he had acted deliberately or 
recklessly. 

¢ He had ordered the deportation of Russian civilians to hard labour in 
Germany. 

* He had implemented ‘scorched-earth’ measures during the retreat of his 
troops in Russia. 


Manstein was sentenced to 18 years. Upon hearing the judgement, he 
removed his headset and threw it on his desk. In a letter to his wife, he wrote that 
this was not a gesture of uncontrolled rage, he wanted to show his contempt for 
British justice. Many German papers did not report the sentence. It was reduced in 
routine manner to 12 years. In 1952, he was given leave, against the pledge of his 
word of honour, to submit to an urgent eye operation. An increasing number of 
generals were being released and it was apparent that Manstein would not have to 
serve his sentence out. German pressure on the British increased. The British took 
time. Manstein became increasingly annoyed and wrote to Busse that the British 
acted like Jewish horse-traders.” Busse saw the Manstein trial as ‘Jewry’s 


vengeance’.” 

Manstein was finally released in May 1953 but was not spared an ultimate 
humiliation. His release did not occur within the framework of an amnesty, but 
because he had served sufficient of his time for release on grounds of ‘good conduct 
in prison.’ For Adenauer, who was in the middle of an election campaign at that 
time, a meeting with Manstein was a welcome opportunity to shake his hand in 


public. 


The final years 


Manstein’s attempts to play an active part in the setting up of the Bundeswehr have 
to be mentioned, although they remained without result. They were not requested, 
Manstein took the initiative. Georg Meyer, in his recent 1,000-page biography of 
General Heusinger, who had become the first inspector general of the Bundeswehr, 
heads this section with the title: ‘Manstein meddles.”* He described the back- 
ground to Manstein’s intervention: 


General Heusinger had wished to have former high commanders, who 
had retained influence in military circles, express their verbal encourage- 
ment to the new conditions under which a German Army had to be built 
up, while at the same time hoping that they would remain benevolent 
silence. In the spring of 1955, after informing the Chancellor, he had sent 
out invitations to a meeting at Ostrich and addressed them to Manstein, 
the Generalobersts Stumpff and Reinhardt, and Generals Criiwell, 
Eberbach, Kuntzen and Busse. Manstein’s old opponent Halder was not 
among the guests. Heusinger had hoped in vain that this reunion, which 
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he saw as a ‘farewell party’, would lead them to abstain from future 
meddling and unsolicited advice. He was to be disappointed.” 


On 28 December 1955 Manstein took the initiative of a controversy with 
Heusinger which was politely worded but sharp in content. One of his letters 
contained a typical Manstein sentence: “As a soldier of some [sic] experience, I 
cannot give up my responsibility to see to it, that our country receives an Army 
which I consider to be more appropriate than the plans presented here.” Manstein 
had more than just ‘some’ experience. However, in 1955, it was already worthless. 
The French generals of the Second World War were also experienced soldiers. 
However, they led with the methods of the previous war and were thus condemned 
to failure. Technical progress between the two World Wars was somewhat limited 
and the armies of the second were to some extent provided with equipment of the 
first. After the end of the Second World War, nuclear arms and rapidly developing 
electronics created entirely new types of armament, which required new methods. 
No war can be fought with the methods of the previous one. A responsibility can be 
given up only by someone who has been entrusted with it. That was not the case 
with Manstein. 

Manstein, in another document, added that “loyalty to the new international 
agreements, national sovereignty, and equal rights within the new alliance, would 
require the new Army units to be structured as we deem it necessary”. What is 
meant by ‘we’? Does Manstein even now personify the new Army? Manstein then 
turned to Franz-Joseph Strauss. Georg Meyer wrote that Manstein was unaware of 
the damage caused by him. The views of Strauss were in strong opposition to those 
of the Blank office, the body preceding the new German ministry of defence. 

The reasons for Manstein’s insistence have been the subject of speculations. 
Kunrat von Hammerstein, the son of the Generaloberst, voiced the opinion that 
Manstein viewed himself as a second Hindenburg, with the ambition to succeed 
Theodor Heuss as President of the Bundesrepublik. Manstein’s view remained 
without effect on the final plans of the government. There was some criticism 
abroad and an intervention in the House of Commons. 

Manstein spent his remaining years surrounded by his family and a group of 
close friends. He completed his memoirs and wrote articles in military journals. 
On his 80th birthday the Bundeswehr celebrated him with a Grosser Zapfenstreich, a 
torch-light ceremony to honour high dignitaries. He died of a stroke in 1973 and 
was buried with military honours. He would never acknowledge his responsibility 
in the criminal policies of the Second World War. 
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Concluding appreciations 





Was Manstein the primus inter pares of the German 
commanders? 


In terms of military knowledge and performance, the answer is ‘Yes’. No other 
German general would come close to him. Historians worldwide share this view. 
He cannot be called a great commander since he lacked the moral greatness that 
Clausewitz had long considered to be the indispensable attribute of greatness. A 
man who failed in his overriding moral duty at Stalingrad, who issued the order of 
the day of 20 November 1941, who perjured himself in court, and who became a 
major perpetrator of genocide cannot be called great. 


Was Manstein a strategist? 
While Manstein had strategic knowledge, he was no strategist, although many 


historians and military experts continue to view him as such. 

Sun Tzu is considered to be strategy’s father. Over the centuries new concepts 
have been put forward. In modern times, notions like Liddell Hart’s ‘Grand Strat- 
egy’ have gained ground. At the highest level, strategy is the guiding element of 
warfare which combines the political, economical and military leaderships of a 
state in order to arrive at a final political result. In modern war, the strategists are 
no longer the military commanders, but the statesmen to whom the commanders 
are subordinate. 

Against this backgound, one certainly cannot deny Hitler’s strategic capa- 
bility. The Israeli military historian, Professor Martin van Creveld, who wrote his 
classic study of the Wehrmacht’ fighting power, wrote: 


Hitler was not an educated expert, but he had a better understanding of 
all problems of warfare at the highest level than did his generals. In 
autumn 1941, a dispute arose between Hitler and his Generals about the 
continued direction of the advance in Russia. The commanders wanted to 
proceed to Moscow. Hitler gave the order to turn southwards and secure 
the raw materials of the Ukraine. Guderian went to Hitler and made a 
plea, lasting some hours, for the attack on Moscow. Hitler listened 
patiently to him and when Guderian finished, he cut him off with one 
sentence: “My generals understand nothing about war economics.” Van 


Creveld added: “That was true and both knew it.”" 


Manstein disqualifies himself with the first paragraph of the introduction to 
Verlorene Siege: “This book is the recollections of a soldier. I have intentionally 
refrained from giving attention to problems of politics, or other matters which had 
no immediate relation to military events.” Manstein’s thoughts were limited to 
land Army considerations and had no comprehension of the importance of the 
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economic potential of Germany’s adversaries, or the decisive control of the seas. He 
would increasingly subordinate his views to his abstruse ‘draw theory’ which 
remained a credo until the very end. 

Stahlberg reports a significant conversation in 1943 between the two: 


Assuming that I have understood his memorandum, he had the opinion 
that Hitler could force Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill to a conference 
table and to agree upon a compromise. Manstein agreed, that was indeed 
a summary of his views. I told him that this was an illusion. He had to 
remember that Hitler had called Churchill a ‘whisky drunkard’, and 
Roosevelt a ‘paralytic’, in a number of public speeches. Such utterances 
were sufficient to preclude any conversation between them. Furthermore, 
Hitler had broken every agreement soon after having signed it. Thus he 
could not be looked upon as a serious partner for negotiations, let alone 
for agreements. Finally, Germany had committed many crimes in occu- 
pied territories which had violated every international law. 

Manstein replied that he could not dispute my arguments, but still I 
was mistaken. Such considerations carried little weight in politics and a 
soldier was not entitled to judge political morality. Germany still had 
many trump cards which had not yet been shown. No Allied soldier had 
yet landed on European soil. He assumed that the Americans and the 
British would land in the not distant future in Italy, the Balkans and on 
the Atlantic shores. Germany could then retreat to the Alpine mountains 
which could be defended with greatly reduced forces. Hitler would be 
well advised if he would give him, Manstein, supreme authority over 
planning and command. If military leadership would remain as wretched 
as in recent times, the situation could indeed become critical. But this was 
still far away.” 


There is no reason to doubt Stahlberg’s verbatim account, since Manstein 
would express himself in similar vein several chapters of Verlorene Siege. After the 
fiasco of operation ‘Citadel’ in July 1943, he wrote: 


Today, long after the war, people may think that the thought of a possible 
compromise in the East was just ‘pie in the sky’. We soldiers could not 
fully judge if a political agreement could still be achieved with the Soviet 
Union. But it certainly could not be entirely excluded, provided Hitler 
would agree to it. At Army Group Don, later renamed Army Group 
South, all of us were convinced that with correct operational leadership, a 
‘draw’ [that always recurring phrase], could still be reached in the East. 
The road from Stalingrad to the Donez basin had caused the enemy to 
suffer heavy casualties. At the end, he had suffered two defeats. 
{Manstein’s recapture of Charkov and Belgorod]. He had not succeeded 
in encircling our entire southern wing. We had regained the initiative. 
During the winter combats the superior value of German troops and 
commanders had again asserted itself. Admittedly, we had sustained heavy 
losses at Stalingrad, but according to OKH estimations, the Red Army had 


62 Stahlberg, p. 322 ff 


56 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


suffered more than 11 million casualties since the beginning of the war. 
Thus the offensive power of the enemy would have to come to an end. 
This was our understanding, particularly since we had been able to turn a 
situation that appeared hopeless into ultimate victory. Once again we 
were on a sound footing. It would certainly not have served our purpose 
to follow the opinion of today’s critics and consider the war as having 


been irretrievably lost.” 


The simple fact is that the Wehrmacht had no strategists among its 
commanders. Professor van Creveld wrote: 


It is hardly a coincidence that all German commanders, with the possible 
exception of Rundstedt and Kesselring, only acted on an operational level 
and commanded Armies and Army Groups at the utmost. This was the 
case of Generals like Manstein, Guderian, Rommel and Manteuffel, to 
name a few examples. It is as if the US Army had only consisted of 
Pattons. The Wehrmacht could never produce a commander who would 
have authority over an entire theatre like Eisenhower, MacArthur and to 
some extent also Zhukov. The German staff doctrine was simply inade- 
quate for training top command positions.” 


The historian Karl-Heinz Frieser emphasised that the German generals of the 
Second World War led with the most modern methods in the field. Their strategic 
views were anachronistic. Already the American Civil War had shown that the 
military in the more efficient South could not prevail against the economic 
strength of the North.” 

In the art of leading mobile operations of large units, Manstein was the undis- 
puted master of World War II. No other General, German, Allied or Red Army, 
could come close to his performance. Manstein operated like a chess grandmaster 
who, willingly, weakens one part of his position, lures his opponent into attacking 
it and then pounds him with his pieces from the other part of the board. Manstein 
was an enthusiastic and capable chess player, hence his repeated use of chess game 
expressions like Remis (draw) and Rochade (castling). His mobile operations could 
be likened to ‘castling’. He had developed a concept devised by him, and brought it 
close to perfection. He would withdraw divisions from one sector of the front, and 
let the Red Army pour into it. Then he used the units he had withdrawn, moving 
to a neighbouring sector, counterattacking and often destroying the enemy who 
had infiltrated. Frieser wrote that Manstein’s system, at highest operational level, 
consisted of deviating from systematic thinking. In his view, the right solution for 
the commander was not to act within logic since that was to be expected by the 
opponent. Better to proceed illogically and thus surprise the enemy.” 

After his dismissal of Manstein, Hitler said to Generaloberst Jodl, head of oper- 
ations at OKW: 
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In my eyes Manstein has a tremendous talent for operations. There is no 
doubt about that. And if I had an Army of twenty divisions, at full 
strength and in peacetime conditions, I could not think of a better 
commander than Manstein. He knows how to handle them and will do it. 
He would move like lightning, but always under the condition that he 
had first-class material, petrol and plenty of ammunition. If something 
breaks down, he does not get things done. If 1 got hold of another Army 
today, I am not at all sure that I would employ Manstein, although he is 
certainly one of our most competent officers. He can operate with divi- 
sions as long as they are in good shape. If, in battle the divisions are 
roughly treated, I have to take them away from him in a hurry, because he 
cannot handle such a situation.” 


That was obviously unfair to Manstein. Hitler knew well that Manstein had to 
lead during the later years of the war with under-strength formations and his lead- 
ership remained brilliant. Perhaps Hitler’s words reflected his weariness of 
Manstein’s repeated requests for freedom of action. They may also contain a shade 
of bad conscience at having relieved Manstein, without being able to fault him 
with any military failure. 


Was Manstein a National-Socialist? 


As an active officer, Manstein was forbidden by the Reichswehr law of 1921 to 
engage in any political activity. Like most of his fellow officers, Manstein 
welcomed the emergence of the Third Reich as an authoritarian state. When Hitler 
assumed power, Manstein was a lieutenant-colonel and could not detect opposi- 
tion among his superiors. His sponsor, General Beck, had written to Ms Gossler, 
the daughter of his commander in the First World War, that 30 January 1933 was 
his first beam of light since the defeat 1918. After his last meeting with 
Hindenburg, Generaloberst von Hammerstein-Equord resigned quickly. He said 
that Hitler had simply become Germany’s fate and that the country would have to 
bear with him in the coming ten years. 

Manstein himself can be described as a monarchist. He was an adherent of the 
theories of leading German constitutional scholars who viewed the state as a body 
to be guided by his elites. Manstein’s son Riidiger said, on Knopp’s video, that his 
father certainly was no democrat. At his trial Manstein said: 


The democracy of the Weimar Republic could not impress me. I was at 
first impressed by the accomplishments of the party. Like most Germans | 
had hoped that the party would succeed in removing the gap between the 
working man and the middle class.” 
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Until very recently, historians were unequivocal in their statements that 
Manstein was not a National-Socialist and that he always kept his distance from 
the party. He held most party officials in contempt and looked on them as plebe- 
ians, Since Manstein was particularly vilified in Goebbel’s diaries, the contention 
that he was never a National-Socialist was further strengthened. Some of Goebbel’s 
statements are given below: 


2 March 1943; “In the eyes of the Fuhrer, the only trustworthy general is 
Schmundc. All the others avail themselves of the difficult war situation 
and create difficulties for him. Géring has told me that Manstein has had 
the impudence to suggest that the Fiirer abandons Supreme Command. 
This led to nothing, since he was seriously called to order, but the Fiihrer 
has not forgotten it and let Manstein feel the consequences. The Fiéhrer 
had intended to dismiss Manstein, during his recent visit to the southern 
front, but he did not follow it through.” 


12 March 1943: “During the evening I heard that the Fihrer has again 
visited the front. He paid a new visit to Manstein and complimented him 
on his recent performance in the East. I am not happy. The Fihrer does 
not appear to know how meanly Manstein behaved towards him. If he 
knows, he shows again that he is much too lenient with the military”. 


9 November 1944: “Himmler is sharply critical of Manstein whom he 
considers to be defeatist. The crisis in the South would never have reached 
its present proportion if a man with stature had commanded there instead 
of Manstein. I have heard in Berlin that the Fiihrer has received Manstein 
at his headquarters. Contrary to expectation, their conversation appears 
to have been positive and it is assumed that Manstein will remain his 
command. I would consider this as a fateful mistake. But I need to obtain 
full knowledge of their conversation.”” 


Even after Manstein’s dismissal Goebbels feared that Hitler could employ him 
again. On 18 April 1944 he wrote: 


The Fiihrer is not as ill-disposed towards Manstein as I have assumed. He 
does not view him as a rousing commander who can create enthusiasm in 
his troops, but considers him to be an able tactician whom he could put to 
use when we can regain the offensive. But this will take time and should 
this occur, we will know how to dissuade him. 


November 1944. In a conversation with Goebbels, Himmler had called 
Manstein ‘Marshal backwards’, i.e Marschall Riickwarts. 

In 2005, the German historian Roland Kopp ‘caused a bomb to explode’, by 
unveiling an address by Manstein to his Division in Liegnitz on 20 April 1939, 
Hitler’s 50th birthday. It is historians’ luck that even after more than fifty years, 
hitherto unpublished documents suddenly appear, which permit revised judg- 
ments of former statements. These are the words of Manstein’s speech to his divi- 
sion: 
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Soldiers, Comrades! To-day, on the 50th birthday of our Fihrer, the 
Wehrmacht joins the whole German people in admiration, gratitude, in 
love and faith to our Supreme Commander. On this day, we thank the 
Lord that he has given the German people the gift of this great German 
son. The Lord kept his protective hand over him, in his days as a brave 
front soldier. The Lord held his protective hand over him during the years 
of the struggle for power, and then blessed his activities as the Fithrer of 
the Reich, We all remember the path on which our Fiéhrer has led us 
during the past six years. He took us from our inner conflict, to the unity 
of the German people, when, after years of misery he gave work and 
bread. From a defenceless position, he restored our military might and led 
us from weakness to greatness. We will always remember the accomplish- 
ments of the Fiihrer which are the milestones on the path of the Greater 
German Reich. The Rhineland, German-Austria, the Sudeten provinces, 
Bohemia/Moravia [so even the robbery of the remaining Czechoslovakia 
is included in the great deeds} and the Memelland. 

If the German people are now in a position to the Fidbrer that he had 
been able to accomplish these great deeds without war, we will never 
forget that Adolf Hitler has walked this way as a soldier and a fighter. We 
swear that we will emulate his soldierly virtues, we will follow his endless 
love for his people, his unshakeable belief in Germany’s destiny, his 
boundless courage and his total personal devotion to the fate and future of 
our country. And if it seems that a hostile world will surround Germany 
with walls to keep her from finding her deserved future, we soldiers swear 
to our Fiihrer that we will remove every obstacle in his way. We will see 
that his will is obeyed, to give him all our assistance in his future struggle, 
regardless of where he will lead us. May our today’s pledge resound 
through the whole world: Adolf Hitler, our great Fithrer, Sieg Heil! 


The speech was recorded in the Liegnitz daily but did not find its way into the 
national press. It thus remained unknown, since hardly anyone, except the people 
of Liegnitz, took any notice of the local press. (A Baedeker guide of Germany from 
the 1930s contains only one mention about Liegnitz: “Not worth a visit.’) 

Other commanders made addresses in honour of the Fiihrer, but only a few 
engaged in superlatives like Manstein, even glorifying the march into Prague a few 
weeks earlier. Some commanders, among them General von Sponeck, later to 
become a victim of Manstein’s vindictiveness in the Crimea, refrained from 
making any speeches and simply reviewed their troops. 

The time-frame, 1939, in which Manstein made this speech, has to be 
recalled. A year before, Manstein had been dismissed from his post of 
Oberquartiermeister I during the revirement and sent as divisional commander to 
Liegnitz. In one of his typical exaggerations, the memoir-writer Manstein wrote 
that he was tempted to throw his sword at Hitler’s feet and regretted not having 
done so. Then follows: “What a humiliation that the politician Hitler watches 
upon the honour of the Army.” A few weeks later the ‘politician Hitler’ becomes 
‘God's gift’ to the nation, the Wehrmacht and to Manstein himself. 

The hostile comments to Manstein by Goebbels have to be seen against the 
years in which they occurred. They were entered in Goebbel’s diary in 1943. By 
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that time, the successful period of Manstein’s service had practically come to an 
end and Manstein had begun his increasing attempts to be appointed Commander 
in Chief East or head of the new Generalstab. During all of the years of the Third 
Reich, Hitler's close associates were engaged in internal struggle for influence, and 
when a new candidate for a position of power like Manstein appeared, he immedi- 
ately became the target of their attack. 

One can describe Manstein as the kind of careerist found among many high- 
ranking Wehrmacht commanders. He was certainly never a convinced National- 
Socialist, neither were his comrades of the highest ranks. Like them, he was a 
typical fellow-traveller who believed in Hitler’s ‘luck’. 

While talking to their aristocratic friends, it was ‘good form’ to make dispar- 
aging comments about party leaders. However, on the other side, when Manstein 
visited the Fiihrerhauptquartier, he often made a point of sitting close to 
Schmundt, to be sure that his words of devotion would be repeated to Hitler. In 
several letters to his wife, General Heusinger noted this with disgust. Like Albert 
Speer, Manstein succeeded in the course of half a century in fooling a generation of 
historians about his real nature. His unrivalled stature as a commander, and the 
esteem in which he was held by many Allied historians, among them Liddell Hart, 
contributed to a fictitious picture of the man’s real nature. 


Was Manstein an anti-Semite in the National-Socialist 
sense? 


Against the background of his order of the day of 20 November 1941 and his 
subsequent actions in the Crimea, the logical answer would be an unequivocal 
‘yes.’ However, this requires some qualifications. Manstein was not an anti-Semite 
because he was a National-Socialist. His anti-Semitism was an inheritance of the 
traditionally anti-Semitic Prussian army. Although Jews theoretically enjoyed all 
political rights in Imperial Germany, certain self-styled elitist groups, like the 
Army and the senior civil service would not accept them in their ranks. In the Prus- 
sian army, Jews could not even become reserve officers. The Bavarian army was 
more liberal — Jews could become reserve officers, in certain instances even active 
officers. This anti-Semitism was not racist, if a Jew converted to Christianity the 
obstacles were removed. This is a typical example of narrow Prussian provin- 
cialism. In no other major Western European army were there similar restrictions. 
In 1916, during the war, it reached its climax with the infamous Judenzahlung, a 
census of all Jews serving in the German armed forces, under the pretext that there 
were complaints about many Jews being shirkers. The census showed that there 
was no substance in its premises. But no apology was forthcoming. The census cost 
Germany much of the sympathy which it had enjoyed among American Jews, who 
had previously been strongly opposed to the US entering the war on the side of the 
Entente. The attitude of German active officers towards Jews in general was one of 
indifference coupled with a feeling of inborn superiority and disdain. Social 
contacts did not exist. 

Manstein’s attitude has to be described as having been ambivalent. In 1933, 
He had gone on record in interceding for a non-aryan physician in Kolberg. With 
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his protest against the introduction of racial legislation in the Army, Manstein may 
have endangered his career. At that time he was not a violent anti-Semite. 
Paget’s comments about Manstein’s racial views are however grotesque: 


Manstein knew little about racial persecution. He was aware that Jewish 
emigration was encouraged and that Jews were encountering some diffi- 
culties in their professional activities. He also knew that the Nazis would 
sometimes treat Jews less than gently. However, he was totally unaware of 
concentration camps and their brutality. These camps were totally 
isolated and guarded by carefully selected SS henchmen. Inmates who 
were released would be afraid to mention a word about their experience.” 


This calls for some comment. Manstein was neither blind nor deaf. He had 
heard Hitler’s speeches with their increasing appeal for violence against Jews. He 
read the press that would publish the successive measures of racial legislation taken 
by the government. He had witnessed the one-day boycott against all Jewish stores 
in Germany on | April 1933. He could not have failed to see the showcases on 
many streets in which the nearly pornographic anti-Semitic weekly Der Stiirmer 
was displayed. The paper was so revolting that the showcases were removed during 
the 1936 Berlin Olympics, for fear of reaction by the many foreign spectators of 
the games. Manstein had witnessed the horrible ‘Crystal-Night’ of November 
1938, during which the German synagogues and remaining Jewish stores were set 
ablaze. Paget confuses the first concentration camps with the future extermination 
camps. Most inmates of the first camps were not Jews, but political opponents and 
former union heads. They were guarded by the SA and not by the SS. They were 
widely reported in the press and in newsreels as a ‘useful instrument of re- 
education’ and names like Dachau and Sachsenhausen were household names in 
the German public. 

To sum up: Manstein was certainly a traditional German anti-Semite. Such an 
attitude could easily lead to indifference to the later extermination, and in the case 
of Manstein, even to active participation. 
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Manstein’s relations with Hitler 


Hitler’s opinion of his Generals 


The Blomberg scandal shattered part of Hitler's world. Below wrote that, “up to 
this day,” his respect for the aristocracy and the generals had remained unaltered. 
His private secretary Wiedemann recalled that he walked back and forth around 
his room for hours like a broken man and repeated incessantly: “If a Prussian 
Feldmarschall marries a whore, the world simply crumbles.” One of his domestic 
servants wrote that Hitler had taken no less than seven hot baths on that day, to 
remove every trace of the hand of Blomberg’s wife which he had kissed at the cere- 
mony. Rundstedt confirmed that “Hitler was in a state of shattered nerves, the like 
of which he had never seen before. Something inside him was broken and he had 
lost all trust in humanity. It was certainly no show.””! After the first reverses of the 
war, Hitler would show an increasing aversion, which would turn into contempt. 
He then progressed towards visceral hatred. 

His frequent outbursts are recorded in Goebbels’ diaries of the years 1942-43: 


The Fithrer has only negative opinions of his generals. Whenever possible 
they simply lie to him. Furthermore they have no general education and 
they don’t even understand their military task, something which one 
should be able to expect from them. That they have no high educational 
level is not surprising, since this was not part of their upbringing. 
However, the ultimate condemnation of them is that they have no inkling 
about warfare. Their education had been wrong over generations and our 
present Senior Officer Corps is the result ... 


The Fiihrer’s judgement of the generals’ moral qualities is simply devas- 
tating. “A priori,’ he no longer believes a single word of a general. All lie to 
him, pretend that the weather is always fine and advance figures which a 
child can disprove. This imposition on the Fiihrer’s intelligence comes 
close to insult ... The Fiihrer talks again at length about the generals 
whom he holds in total contempt. One should only imagine how they 
would look in civilian clothes, this would be sufficient to lose any respect 
for them. When Keitel’s name is mentioned, the Fiihrer can only smile 


and say that he has the brains of the doorman of a movie theatre ... 


After the war, the Fihrer will be happy to don his brown jacket again and 
he will have no more contact with any general ... Most generals hate the 
Fiihrer and look at him as an upstart. They have not sufficient intuition to 
understand his genius. The Fithrerwill spare no effort to bring fresh blood 
into the Officer Corps. The selection of high commanders will slowly but 
surely become different ... 


The Fiihrer is most annoyed with the generals’ lack of knowledge and 
understanding of technical matters. They always pretend to know better, 
in reality they know nothing. These so-called intellectual heroes are insig- 
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nificant, it is sufficient to remember Seeckt. But the Fithrer is no longer 
fooled by appearances. As soon as he sees shortcomings, he takes strong 
measures and nothing deflects him. I have the impression that he vents his 
anger at present more in words than in deeds. But with him, words are 
always a prelude to action.” 


The actions predicted by Goebbels did not occur. Hitler would show aston- 
ishing leniency to officers whose judgement had faulted him and many would 
retain their commands. Hitler would gradually dismiss an increasing number of 
generals, but the core of the Wehrmacht Officer Corps would remain unaltered 
until the end of the war. The generals would only increasingly experience Hitler’s 
outbursts. Guderian attempted once to show Hitler some faulty aspects of his oper- 
ational judgement. Hitler cut him off rudely: 


You cannot lecture me. I have commanded the Army throughout five 
years of war and in that time I have accumulated more experience than the 
gentlemen of the Generalstab will ever have. 1 have read the works of 
Clausewitz and Moltke, and every plan of Schlieffen. I have a much better 


. 73 
view than you. 


Manstein was never the victim of such outbursts, besides him, only Rundstedt 
was spared. Hitler was under no illusion about Rundstedt’s performance during 
the Second World War. Age had rapidly caught up with the general, who had 
become something akin to a marionette: “My Fiihrer, whatever you may order, I 
will obey until my last breath.” However, Rundstedt’s personal appearance 
reminded Hitler of past times. When Hitler became Chancellor, Rundstedt was 
already a General der Infanterie and second only to the commander in chief of the 
Army on the ranking list. During the Blomberg/Fritsch crisis Rundstedt had acted 
as spokesman of the generals. He had prevented the appointment of Hitler’s 
favourite, Reichenau, as Army commander in chief, forcing him to accept 
Brauchitsch instead. At the end, Rundstedt sank to so low a level that he accepted 
the presidency of the court of honour, the Ehrenhof. After 20 July 1944, that court 
expelled from the Army officers who had participated in the failed assassination 
attempt. They were remanded to the gallows. 


Hitler’s relations with Manstein 


The relationship can be summarised as a growing mutual dislike in an atmosphere 
of icy reciprocal politeness. When he received command of an Army Group, 
Manstein became Hitler's direct subordinate. He was the most important 
commander in the East and met more frequently with Hitler than other generals of 
similar rank and command. A close relationship could not arise, both personalities 
were entirely opposite. Manstein was an aristocrat down to his fingertips. As an 
officer he had been brought up in the spirit and the traditions of his profession. 
Manstein recognised Hitler as the legitimate Head of State and Supreme 
Commander of the armed forces, while at the same time feeling that Hitler should 
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pay attention to his logical criticism, so much the more since he never attempted to 
encroach upon his authority. While Hitler never insulted him to his face, he 
witnessed many occasions when Hitler behaved in a coarse manner towards other 
high ranking officers. Hitler vented his anger with Manstein only to third parties. 

Manstein would never lower himself to speak contemptuously of Hitler, as the 
‘corporal of World War I.’ However, two of his comments deserve to be quoted 
here: 


He possessed a number of qualities which are the prerequisite of a great 
commander, strong will-power, stable nerves even in moments of crisis 
[Here Manstein errs, Hitler was often panicky], | an unquestionably sharp 
mind, and some talent for operative leadership.”* 


And further: 


Hitler had an astonishing knowledge and memory, and displayed creative 
imagination in all technical matters and in all problems of weaponry. He 
would always impress with his knowledge of the effect of enemy — 
and would quote exact figures of our own and of enemy production .. 

There is no doubt that he had shown considerable understanding and a 


great amount of energy in advancing our rearmament.’ 


In his world-wide bestseller Anmerkungen zu Hitler (Comments to Hitler), 
Sebastian Haffner wrote: 


That Hitler was not the ‘greatest commander of all times’, hardly requires 
lengthy comments. (The slogan ‘Gréfaz’, grisster Feldherr aller Zeiten, was 
coined by Keitel after the victory over France). In fact, one has to come a 
little to his defence against his generals. According to their memoirs, they 
could all have won the Second World War, had Hitler not prevented 
them from doing so. But this is likewise not the truth. True, the concept 
of an independent tank force was Guderian’s. The brilliant strategic plan 
for the victory over France, a much better plan than the Schlieffen plan, 
was Manstein’s creation. But without Hitler, neither Manstein nor 
Guderian would have prevailed against the senior, traditional and 
narrow-minded Army generals. It was Hitler who understood their ideas 
and turned them into realities. Hitler was not the military genius that he 
saw himself, but neither was he the hopeless i ignoramus and bungler 
whom his generals made the scapegoat for their failures.” 


After Hitler and Manstein had met for the first time in 1940, Hitler said to 
Schmundr: “Clever brain, but I don’t trust him.”” Riidiger von Manstein says that 
his father never came to grips with Hitler’s personality. One should add that 
Manstein never understood the nature of Hitler's dictatorship. The German 
Spitzengliederung, ie highest command structure, was an absurdity. 
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OKWhad developed into a second General Staff with authority over all ‘thea- 
tres’ except the Eastern front which remained subordinate to OKH. OKW now 
superseded OKH in importance. Its head, Keitel, and his deputy Jodl, were person- 
ally closer to Hitler than the heads of OKH. However, OKH continued to have 
control of centralised weaponry, such as motorized artillery and heavy engineering 
equipment. When a unit operating in an OKW theatre was in temporary need of 
such weaponry, it still had to turn to OKH. The personnel department of the Army 
had remained with OKH. It would continue to appoint commanders in OKW 
theatres, and remain solely responsible for the training and selection of Generalstab 
officers. 

The historical division was with OKW, which also issued the daily war 
communiqués. The Waffen-SS was operationally subordinated to OKHand OKW, 
but appointment, promotion and dismissal of its commanders was the authority of 
its own personnel department. This confusion was indispensable to Hitler whose 
power was built on divide et impera, divide and rule, When Manstein requested 
freedom in operations from Hitler, he had logic on his side, since operations in a 
war of movement always entail withdrawals from some areas in order to establish 
new centres of gravity. However, Manstein overlooked that voluntary retreat from 
anywhere was a taboo for Hitler after he had issued his ‘stay put’ order in 1941. 
When Manstein urged Hitler to appoint a real head of the Generalstab, or a 
commander in chief East, Hitler understood immediately that this was not selfless, 
but Manstein knew that only he was capable of filling either position. 

Stahlberg wrote of an encounter between Manstein and Feldmarschalls von 
Kluge and Rommel on 13 July 1943, after operation ‘Citadel’ had to be broken off. 
It was Manstein’s first personal meeting with Rommel: 


Kluge said, the end will be bitter. I repeat what I have already told you 
earlier. | am prepared to place myself under your orders. Rommel added: 
This war will end in total catastrophe. If the Allies succeed in landing in 

the Balkans, and later in the West, everything will crumble. Manstein 

countered: This is still far away. Hitler will give up his command before it 

is too late. Rommel remained hard: He will never give up his command. 

Apparently I know him better than you do, Herr von Manstein. I am also 

ready to subordinate myself to you. After Manstein had left, Rommel said 

to Stahlberg: Your Feldmarschallis a strategical genius. I admire him. But 

he is an illusionist.” 

On 4 January 1944, Manstein made a last attempt to convince Hitler of the 
necessity of making a change in the supreme command structure. The description 
is Manstein’s: 

After everyone except Zeitzler had left the room, I requested Hitler's 

permission to speak without inhibition. In an ice-cold and totally uncom- 

municative manner he replied: ‘if you please.’ I then began: ‘It has to be 
clear, Mein Fiihrer, that our present critical situation is not solely due to 

the uncontested superiority of the enemy. It is also a consequence of the 

structure of our command.’ As soon as I had pronounced those words, 
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Hitler's expression hardened. He looked at me in a manner that made me 
feel that he now wanted to bring me to my knees. I cannot recall a single 
instance where a man could look at someone in a manner that would 
totally express the power of his will. (“In his post-war recollections, the 
ambassador of a foreign power recalls the impression that Hitler made on 
him at their first encounter. He emphasises the effect of Hitler’s gaze. In 
the instance mentioned by him it was ‘engaging’. Undoubtedly his eyes 
were the only expressive even attractive part of his rough face.” ) 


Manstein continued: 


Now, Hitler stared at me as if he wished to force his opponent to his knees 
with one look of his eyes. I suddenly thought of an Indian snake charmer. 
It had turned into a silent encounter of a few seconds between us. I under- 
stood that Hitler had often been able to intimidate many men with a 
simple look of his eyes, or to use somewhat vulgar but adept words, 
‘punch them groggy.’ I decided to proceed and said that the present mili- 
tary leadership simply could not continue. I had to revert to a proposal 
that I had made twice already. I told Hitler that, for the overall conduct of 
the war, he needed one Chief of the Generadstab, but one invested with 
authority, upon whose advice he would have to rely for his military deci- 
sions. The consequence of such an appointment would then be the 
appointment of a Supreme Commander East who, as in the West and in 
Italy, would enjoy full independence in his decisions while remaining 
under his authority. 

As on previous occasions when I had attempted to convince Hitler to 
make fundamental changes in his exercise of military command, practi- 
cally, if not formally, to abandon it, he was totally negative. He said that 
only he was in possession of all the means of the Reich to exercise effective 
military command. Only he could judge the number of units required by 
every theatre and thus how they would have to operate. Furthermore, 
Goring would never agree to subordinate himself to another commander. 

As to my suggestion to appoint a Supreme Commander East, he 
repeated, as he had done on previous occasions, that no one else could 
enjoy an authority comparable to his own. “The Feldmarschalls don’t even 
obey me! Do you think that they would be more willing to obey you? I can 
at least dismiss them, no one else would have such authority.’ Hitler did 
not react to my reply, that orders given by me were always followed. He 
simply broke off the conversation. Once again, I had failed in my attempt 
to convince him of the necessity to change our supreme command struc- 
ture, without infringing on his personal prestige.” 


After that encounter, Manstein resigned. A few weeks later, Zeitzler requested 
Manstein’s assistance in convincing Hitler to evacuate the Crimea and received the 
reply: “Leave me out of this, I simply cannot cope with his diatribes.” 
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“This will indeed be so, Mein Fiihrer” — the interruption 
incident 

All the commanders of Army Groups and Armies in the East, together with a 
number of other senior officers, had been called to Hitler’s headquarters, the 
Fiihrerhauptquartier, on 27 January 1944. They had to listen to an address by 


Hitler, on the necessity of increasing the education of the Army in the National- 
Socialist spirit. During his address, Hitler said: 


Things hinge on strong and consequential leadership only if it cannot be 
shaken. Leadership decisions may not be criticized. This is a prerequisite 
of the struggle for our existence. I will not brook any criticism. Criticism 
is only permitted from above. Measures and decisions may never be criti- 
cized from below. I have the unfortunate feeling that most criticism 
comes from within the Wehrmacht. Should it come to the worst, I have to 
be surrounded by the whole Officer Corps, just as every Feldmarschall will 
expect to have his generals and his officers stand with their drawn swords 
at his side. 


Ar that point Manstein interrupted Hitler. Testimonies from eyewitnesses 
differ. Firstly Manstein’s own account: 


I was never ready to swallow insults. However, Hitler’s words were an 
intended snub against his commanders, since his rhetorical question 
showed that he doubted their courage and their will to fulfil their duties to 
the end. All the officers present remained silent, since as soldiers we knew 
that it was not permitted to interrupt an address by a superior. However, I 
resented Hitler’s insult to such a degree that the blood rushed to my head. 
When Hitler repeated his words, I interrupted him: ‘This will indeed be 
so, Mein Fiihrer.’ 

My words were certainly not a testimony of my personal attitude 
towards the regime or towards Hitler himself. They would simply show 
him that we were not prepared to have such a moral challenge thrown in 
our faces. My comrades who were present, told me afterwards that they 
had breathed a sigh of relief, since they had also felt the insult in Hitler's 
words, Hitler had never experienced an interruption of an address by him, 
as Head of State and as Supreme Commander of the armed forces. The 
times when he had to face cat-calls at political meetings had long gone. He 
was obviously put off. I was sitting close to him, and he replied with an 
ice-cold look in his eyes: “Thank you, Feldmarschall von Manstein.’ He 
then finished his speech in an abrupt manner. 

While I was having tea with Zeitzler, I was called to the phone and 
told that Hitler wanted to see me in Keitel’s presence. He received me 
with the words: ‘Herr Feldmarschall, | will not stand for your interruption 
when I am addressing the generals. You would likewise not accept this on 
the part of your subordinates.’ Of course, there was nothing I could reply 
to this and I simply acknowledged his remark. But, because he was angry, 
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he went too far. He continued: ‘A few days ago you sent me a report about 
the situation of your Army Group. You obviously had the purpose to 
vindicate yourself in future history by entering it in your war diary.’ This 
was the last straw. I replied: ‘Copies of my personal letters to you are never 
put into the war diary. They are transmitted through courier by my 
Chief-of-Staff. Please excuse me if I now use an English expression: ‘I am 
a gentleman’. Short silence and then: “Thank you very much.’ During our 
meeting in the evening, Hitler treated me with benevolence. However, it 
was obvious that he would not forget the incident, but I had other worries 
than to think about his personal feelings for me.” 


Accounts from other officers present are different. After mentioning the inter- 
ruption, Colonel von Below wrote: 


Hitler replied: “This is really good, Feldmarschall von Manstein. If it will 
indeed be so, we cannot lose the war. I am happy to hear your words.’ 
Manstein may perhaps have felt that he had been insulted, however that 
was not my impression at that time. I felt that he simply expressed his 
honest opinion. Hitler’s address continued for half an hour and ended 
with the words: ‘I have no greater desire than to abide by the law of 
nature, that only he is rewarded with life who fights for it, and is prepared 


to put it at stake.” 


Professor Percy Schramm, who wrote the diary of OKW, was also present, and 
told Knopp that Manstein’s intervention was hardly noticed. Manstein was seated 
close to Hitler, most of the officers present only heard a humming.™ 

General Heusinger viewed Manstein’s interruption with undisguised 
contempt, therefore he decided not to hide it from his subordinates. On the day 
following the incident, he wrote to his wife: 


Manstein is simply a ‘small’ man. Now I have another example of his eager- 
ness to stick to his position, which leads him to betray himself. There was 
no necessity for Manstein to make such a declaration of faith since he knew 
quite well that Hitler did not view him with benevolence. Once again I am 
disappointed. Manly pride when standing before kings’ thrones has 
become rare. There were times when this was considered to be natural. 
Today one notices more and more how such virtues have reced: 


An entry in Schmundt’s diary, on 27 January, is evidence that Hitler took a 


serious view of the incident: 


At the end of a meeting of the NS-leadership, the Fihrer delivered a most 
seriously worded address to the Feldmarschalls and Generals of all three 
Wehrmacht commands. During his speech, Feldmarschall von Manstein 


made an interruption. Given this interruption and the tensions in the 
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recent past, a relief of Feldmarschallvon Manstein is again under consider- 

ation. 

The end was inevitable. Manstein had run his course. In 1942, he was looked 
upon as irreplaceable, In 1944, this was no longer the case. After Hitler dismissed 
Manstein, the two would never meet again. 
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Chapter 2 
The Battle for France 1940 


Blitzkrieg Legend 
lee rout of the French Army, in 1940, was accomplished in less than six weeks. 

It created the term Blitzkrieg, that was then used, world-wide, without transla- 
tion. By 25 September 1939, it had already appeared in English, in an article on the 
war in Poland in TIME magazine: “This was no war of occupation, but a war of 
quick obliteration — Blitzkrieg ...” 

However, the Polish campaign cannot be called a Blitzkrieg, perhaps not even 
a war. The die was cast before the first German soldier stepped across the Polish 
border. Poland was surrounded by two hostile powers, Germany and the Soviet 
Union. The Polish Army was weak, its equipment was antiquated. On several 
occasions the Polish cavalry attacked German Panzer with spears and swords. 

(The term ‘tank’ does not exist in German military terminology, a German 
tank is a Panzer. The term Panzer covers all armoured vehicles, even those which 
were not tanks. Since there will be numerous references in this book to Panzer divi- 
sions, Panzer corps and Panzer armies, the term Panzer will be used throughout, to 
permit an exact understanding of German documents.) 

The battle for France turned into a Blitzkrieg without it having been planned 
as such. Even Manstein’s operational plan, which was adopted, did not foresee a 
total collapse of France in a few weeks. Its main element was to attack the much 
stronger French Army at a location where it was hoped that they would not expect 
the Germans to place the Schwerpunkt, ie the centre of gravity, in the main area of 
their offensive. By achieving a decisive breakthrough, they hoped to reduce the 
strength of the French Army to a state where it could no longer threaten the 
Germans. Churchill gave the German plan the German name Sichelschnitt, 
because its implementation had the appearance of a scythe cutting through the 
centre of a field of wheat. German military terminology did not use this expression 
during the war. The only German campaign that was planned as a Blitzkrieg was 
the attack on Russia, and it turned into the opposite. 

In 1996 the German historian, Colonel Karl-Heinz Frieser, wrote probably 
the final book in the series about the campaign for France, to which he gave the 
title Blitzkriegs — Legende, ie “The legend of the Blitzkrieg’.' Frieser’s book is part of 
the series that continues to be published by the Militargeschichtliches Forschungsamt 
—MGFA, in Potsdam (German institute for military history research) on the 
history of World War II. 

Most comprehensive books on the battle for France were written by British 
and American authors. There were fewer by French writers who tended to concen- 
trate on French politics during the immediate pre-war years and in the months of 
the campaign. Relatively little was written by German historians. Most of those 
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books were brought to the market during the twenty years following the end of the 
Second World War and reflect the purported superiority in numbers of German 
equipment. Memoirs by German and French generals are limited to their personal 
experiences during the campaign, without attempting any global analysis. 

The renowned British military historian, John Fuller, wrote in his analysis of 
the campaign in the West: 


Blitzkrieg consists in turning mobility into a psychological weapon. Not 
in order to kill, but to create confusion and stupefaction at the front, and 
shock, uncertainty and chaos in the rear. Rumours will get wilder by the 
day and finally create panic.’ 


Even many years after the war, military historians in many countries wrote 
about a purported German superiority in troops and equipment. On 16 May 1940 
Churchill asked the French commander in chief, General Gamelin, when and 
where he intended to attack the German ‘bulge’. In the first French communiqués, 
the German breakthrough was described as a ‘bulge’ that had to be sealed off. With 
a hopeless shrug, Gamelin replied that this was impossible because of French infe- 
tiority in number of troops, equipment and methods. Only the last point 
mentioned by Gamelin was correct. In numbers of troops and divisions the Allies 


enjoyed superiority. 


Prelude 


In 1930, General Debeney, Chief of the French General Staff, wrote in an article 
for a military journal that 


France might well be invaded once more. The French Army could again 
be compelled to retreat to the Marne, as it had done in 1914, and perhaps 
even to the Seine. War would again be fought on French soil. This should 


be no cause for concern, since France had been victorious in 1918. 


The same year, shortly before his death, Georges Clemenceau published his 
recollections of the years 1917 and 1918 when he was Prime Minister. Marshal 
Foch had during his last years had a series of talks with the journalist Raymond 
Recouly, who published his notes after the Marshal had died. Part of the book 
contained ‘poisoned darts’ against Clemenceau, to which Clemenceau replied in 
his own book. One paragraph reads like a prophecy: “Risks? Yes, there are always 
risks and there will always be risks. Perhaps we will receive help at the right 
moment. Perhaps not, who can foresee it? France will have the fate her citizens 
deserve.” (La France sera ce que les Francais ont mérité.? A number of chapters in 
Clemenceau’s book show that the ‘pére de la victoire 1918’ was aware of the 
impending doom. 

From the day Britain and France declared war, on 3 September 1939, until the 
German attack on 10 May 1940, the campaign in the West was a mutual ‘comedy 
of errors.’ Both sides grossly overestimated each other. The German command was 
frozen in its memory of the First World War when the French Army had shown 
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itself the equal of the German. A similar respect was accorded to the French high 
command. During the Paris world exhibition in 1937, General Beck, Chief of the 
German Generalstab, paid a visit to Paris and met with the Commander in Chief of 
the French Army, General Gamelin. Gamelin made a strong impression on him. 
Beck was an intellectual general and an intellectual like Gamelin, who had great 
gifts of expressing himself, would certainly have impressed a highly educated inter- 
locutor. 

Two totally contradictory versions remain of the conversation between the 
two generals. In his memoirs, Gamelin wrote that Beck told him: “When all is 
taken into account, we could be the masters of the universe, if the French and 
German Armies would unite.” 

Gamelin purports to have answered: “But we have no such ambition. We 
don’t want anything which belongs to others. I was tempted to add, and what will 
be our respective fate? Undoubtedly, we would only play a secondary part to you.” 

He quotes Beck as having replied: “Belgium is an anomaly. The French 
speaking provinces are really part of France, the Dutch speaking parts belong to the 
German sphere. The existence of smaller nations stands in contradiction to 
modern civilization which calls for greater unions.” 

Gamelin then indulged in self-reflections and questioned the background of 
Beck’s supposed statements: 


Once again, one meets the German aspiration of a sovereign ruler of the 

universe. Either they would use us for the purpose of later ruling us, or we 

would agree to be the junior partner, and not cast our shadow on the 

Reich.’ 

General Dr Speidel, who at that time was a major, and deputy to the German 
military attaché in Paris, Generalleutnant Kiihlenthal, strongly contradicted that 
account: 


I was present at all the meetings between the two generals. The sentence, 
‘United we would be the masters of the universe,’ was never uttered. 
Neither its content nor its language reflects Beck’s style. I can recall a 
statement by him to Gamelin, that peace in Europe, and beyond it in the 
world, could be secured if Germany and France were to bury their old 
quarrels and thus have their Armies act together as a bronze rock, ie rocher 
de bronze, for preserving peace. Gamelin’s purported reply did not take 
place in my presence. I know nothing of a conversation about Belgium. At 
that time, General Beck already thought as a European, and considered 
local nationalism as a thing of the past. All our French discussion partners, 
among them Marshal Pétain, said to me that General Beck was in no 
respect a representative of a militaristic Germany thirsting for revenge, 
rather he was the embodiment of the best German tradition.” 
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There is little reason to doubt Speidel’s account. General Beck’s thoughts were 
always distanced from any idea of German dominance, whereas Gamelin’s 
memoirs are full of inventions and factual distortions with which he attempts to 
explain his ultimate failure. 

One is entitled to express some amazement as to how the decay of the French 
State, and the deterioration of the French Army, took place in broad daylight, yet 
remained unnoticed by the Germans. German military attachés in Paris were guests 
at all French Army exercises. They could at least have noticed that the French 
doctrine had remained static, and that the troops were of poor quality. When 
Germany was already at war with France, the French were still receiving enlight- 
ening reports from friendly nations such as Italy, Spain, and Japan. Even if this had 
escaped their attention, the behaviour of the French Army during the ‘phoney war’ 
of the first eight months of the war, should have shown the German Command 
that they faced an opponent that was defeated in advance. 

Yet strangely, the commander in chief of Army Group C, Generaloberst Ritter 
von Leeb, addressed a memorandum in September 1939 to the Army’s 
Commander in Chief, Generaloberst von Brauchitsch: “I consider it impossible at 
this time, to vanquish Britain, France and Belgium in a military way.” 

That statement is the more surprising since it was Leeb’s Army Group that had 
remained in the West during the Polish campaign. It had encountered the absurd 
French ‘offensive’ in the Sarre region in September of 1939. Leeb was obviously 
aware of the friendly encounters between German and French soldiers in no- 
man’s-land, and the mutual waving at each other over the Rhine. 

Meticulous post-war research by the Dutch historian, Louis de Jong, estab- 
lished that the purported ‘fifth column’, to which some French historians ascribed 
a decisive part in the defeat of France, never existed.’ Like any nation at war, 
Germany had some agents in enemy territory and they were well aware of French 
troop movements. Whenever a French regiment was relieved on the front, the 
French speaker at Radio Stuttgart, Paul Ferdonnet, broadcast German greetings to 
the newly arrived soldiers and always gave the number of their regiments. 
Ferdonnet was a Nazi sympathiser, who had fled to Germany before the outbreak 
of the war. After the war, the French executed Ferdonnet whom they had labelled 
the ‘Stuttgart traitor’. 

One can mention further statements by German generals. Again Ritter v. 
Leeb: “Surprise is impossible. We will suffer heavy casualties and still the French 
will not be vanquished. An offensive against France cannot be conducted like the 
attack on Poland, it will take much longer and lead to heavy losses.” 

General von Sodenstern, Manstein’s successor at Army Group A: “With all 
consideration given to our successful armoured operations in Poland, we have to 
admit that they can hardly be employed in such a manner against the fortifications 
in the West.”* 

On 29 September, while the absurd French ‘offensive’ in the Sarre was in 
progress, General Halder noted in his diary: “Polish methods are not a recipe for 
the West and cannot be put to use against an Army protected by fortifications.” 
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8 BA-MaA, RH 191/38, p. 310 
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The German Invasion of the Low Countries May 1940 (substantially 
embodying the Sichelschnitt plan drawn up by von Manstein). 
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In a memorandum of September 1939, General Carl-Heinrich von 
Stiilpnagel, at that time Oberquartiermeister 1, wrote: “The Wehrmacht is not 
armed for a campaign against fortifications. One cannot think of a successful 
offensive earlier than spring 1942.”° All those statements could well have been 
taken from a French Army manual. 

Frieser believes that, given the German inferiority, it was lucky for the 
Wehrmacht that the attack was postponed until 10 May 1940. I hold the contrary 
opinion. I am convinced that, given the state of the French Army and the frame of 
mind of the population, an attack at the time Hitler wanted, ie early winter, would 
likewise have achieved rapid and complete success. In this view I am supported by 
competent authorities. 

The British General Brooke commanded a Corps in France, and later became 
the British Army’s Chief-of-Staff. When questioned by his biographer Bryant after 
the war, he stated that only the harshness of the winter prevented Hitler from 
attacking in the winter of 1939. 


The Wehrmacht would have reached the channel coast five months earlier, 
at a time when we were still short of 20 Royal Air Force squadrons. Even 
now, after the final victory, I still tremble at the thought as to what would 
have happened if Hitler had attacked in winter. 


Arthur Bryant also recalled a conversation with General Gort, who 
commanded the British Expeditionary Force in France, the BEF. He met him in 
January 1945, after the Battle of the Bulge, and asked him if his force and the 
French would have been able to put up more resistance if the Germans had 
attacked in November 1939. He received the reply: “Much less.”"° 

The French General Menu thought, 


our units were scarcely better in May 1940 than in September 1939. 
Some would even say, with sadness in their heart, that they were worse. In 
1914, during the first months of the war, General Joffre dismissed 47 
Generals. How many Generals did our 1940 Commander in Chief relieve 
from their post for inefficiency during the phoney war?" 


The Germans overestimated the French strength, and the French likewise 
erred in their assessment of the Germans. Gamelin was simply awestruck by the 
‘Siegfried’ fortifications which he considered to be the equal of the French Maginot 
Line. (The ‘Siegfried Line’ was the Allied term for the German fortifications in the 
West, the German term was Westwall). Senior German commanders had depre- 
cated the German fortifications. However, by 1938, Generaloberst Adam had 
already been relieved from his command in the West, after he told Hitler face to 
face that the line was not worth the concrete poured into it. After the initial 
reverses, Gamelin estimated there were 7,000 German Panzer, but later corrected 
that figure in his memoirs. Daladier knew the exact German figures in 1940 and 


9 War diary OKW, vol.1/2, p. 950 
10 A.Bryant, The Turn of the Tide, A Study based on the Diaries and Autobiographical 
Notes of Feldmarschall the Viscount Alanbrooke, London 1957, p.66 (henceforth 
Bryant) 
11 A.Goutard, The Battle of France 1940, London 1958, p.85 (henceforth Goutard) 
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required a correction, but Gamelin said to him: “Better let it stay, perhaps we will 
need it for an alibi.”"” 

The commander in chief of the French air force, General Vuillemin returned 
from a visit to Berlin literally reeling. Goring had treated him to a red carpet 
welcome and staged a ‘bluff with a Luftwaffe display, by simply turning the same 
squadrons around and returning them, once they were out of sight. In his report 
after his visit, Vuillemin stated that the French air force could at best resist for a few 
days. 

Gamelin was convinced that whoever attacked first, would certainly be 
defeated: “Whoever will first come out of his ‘snail-shell’ will certainly be 
crushed.” In February 1940, Gamelin said to a guest that he would be happy to 
make the Germans a gift of one billion francs, if they would do him the favour of 
attacking.’’ In his memoirs, de Gaulle recalled a conversation with Léon Blum in 
January 1939. Blum had asked him about his forecast, and he had replied that the 
Germans would either attack Russia in the East, or France in the West. Blum had 
replied that this was unthinkable. In the East, they would drown in the spaces of 
Russia, in the West they would be broken by the Maginot Line. 

When the war had already started, de Gaulle talked to the President of the 
French Republic, Albert Lebrun, who told him that he was aware of his ideas, but 
that it was far too late to implement them. De Gaulle had been a proponent of 
armoured divisions, and of an offensive push with tanks.'* On 10 May, the 
controller general of the French Army, Pierre Jacomet, told a friend: 


If you had been with me when I saw the broad smile on General 
Gamelin’s face this morning, as he showed me the direction of the 
German attack, you would sleep soundly to-night. The Germans have 
provided him with the opportunity he had hoped for.”” 


Spears felt that Gamelin and Georges should be happy since the Germans had 
done what he had expected."® 

Against that background of opinions and ideas, one can understand Gamelin’s 
joyful mood, when he heard of the German attack on 10 May 1940. General 
Beaufre, who was a junior officer of his staff, and who would later become a 
renowned military historian, recalled that Gamelin was strolling martially across 
his room, humming a song. Now ‘his battle’ had started and the Germans had 
walked into his trap. He would now successfully carry out his ‘Dyle river plan.’ 
Beaufre added that he had never seen him so happy."” It took Gamelin only a few 
days to realise that the Germans had not walked into his trap, but that he had fallen 
into theirs. Colonel Minart visited him at his headquarters on 16 May: “The winds 


12 Ibid. p. 35 

13. Ciano Diaries 1939-1943, H. Gibson (ed) New York 1946, p.201 

14 C. de Gaulle, Mémoires de Guerrevol. 1, L appel, Paris, 1954, p. 23, (henceforth: de 
Gaulle) 

15 Frieser, p.110 and Horne, To lose a battle— France 1940, Boston 1969, p. 70(hence- 
forth Horne) 

16 E. Spears, Assignment to Catastrophe, London 1957, p. 137 (henceforth Spears) 

17 General Beaufre, Mémoires 1920 — 1940 — 1945, Paris, 1965, p. 209, (henceforth: 
Beaufre ) 
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of panic were blowing through Gamelin’s headquarters. The Commander in Chief 
walked sadly around. No one dared to approach him. Everyone knew that the 


battle was lost.”"* 


German and Allied forces on 10 May 1940 


Frieser is the only author who, through meticulous research, has succeeded in 
presenting the exact figures for the opposing armies. 

By the end of the campaign in Poland, shortage of ammunition brought the 
Wehrmacht close to a debacle. Only one third of its divisions were left with any 
ammunition, and that would last for two weeks at the utmost. Production of steel 
was short of a monthly 600,000 tons. The Luftwaffe stock of bombs was sufficient 
for only two weeks. However, a rapid increase of production turned the 
Wehrmacht into operational strength in 1940. 


Soldiers in total: 

* Wehrmacht, including Army, Air Force, Navy and Ersatzheer (central reserve 
army): 5.4 million men, of which 3 million available in the West. 

¢ France: 5.5 million men, of which 2,240,000 on the Northeastern front. 

¢ — British troops already in France (BEF) and including the ones in the process of 
being shipped: 500,000 men. 

* Belgium: 650,000 men and the Netherlands 400,000 men. 

¢ Thus 3 million Germans opposed to 4 million Allied soldiers. 


Artillery: 
¢ Wehrmacht: 7,378 guns of all calibre 
¢ France: 10,700 guns; BEF: 1,280 
* Belgium: 1,338; and Netherlands: 656 


Thus a two to one Allied superiority. 


Panzer. 

* Wehrmacht: 2,439 

* France on the front facing the Germans 3,254 out of a total 4,111. The quality 
of the French SOMUA and Char B tanks was superior to all German Panzer. 
However, they were not equipped with radio communication equipment. 

¢ BEF: Already in France 320, and a further 330 ready for shipment. 

¢ Belgium: 270 and the Netherlands: 40. 


Thus 4,204 Allied tanks opposing 2,439 German Panzer. Most of the 
German Panzer were of the models Pz J and Pz 2. Neither can be called Panzer, 
they were simply lightly armoured vehicles equipped with two machine-guns (Pz 
J) or a small artillery gun (Pz 2). German Panzer officers called the Pz / a ‘tin.’ 

Air Force: 


General Vuillemin was still under the shock of his visit to Berlin. After the war, 
he stated that he faced a German superiority of 5:1 in the air. He failed to mention 


18 J. Minart, P.C. Vincennes, secteur 4, Paris 1945, vol. 2, p. 163 
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that the majority of the French planes never took to the air while, at the same time, 
the French were increasingly imploring the British to send more Royal Air Force 
fighters to France. Nor did he reveal that a large number of French planes were 
located without damage after the armistice. A control commission, established 
immediately after the armistice, found 4,268 undamaged planes in un-occupied 
France and a further 1,800 in French North Africa. 


¢ The Luftwaffe had 2,598 planes ready for action on 10 May 1940. 

* The French Air Force numbered a total of 5,026 planes, of which only 879 
were ready for action. 

¢ The Royal Air Force had 384 planes in France. 

¢ The Belgians had 118 and the Dutch 72 planes ready for action. 


In terms of planes ready for combat, the Luftwaffe thus enjoyed superiority. 
The German fighter plane Me 109 was superior to the French Morane and Potez 
63, the later French models Bloch 152, and Dewoitine 520, were equal to the Me 
109, as was the Curtis Hawk purchased in the USA. In the Royal Air Force, the 
Hurricane was the equal of the Me 109. The Spitfire was perhaps superior. The 
German Air Force had neglected the production of bombers and had no long 
distance bomber planes. The most efficient German bomber was the somewhat 
primitive dive bomber Stuka Ju 87. It was often unable to hit located targets, but it 
was fitted with sirens which were switched on while diving and which caused a 
panic among French soldiers, many of whom simply fled when they heard the 
noise and shouted to their comrades: “The boches are coming. Bolt!” Often the 
Germans were not even close. The successes of individual German fighter aces 
during the war created the myth of superior German pilots. In reality most of them 
did not come up to the average standards of their French and British counterparts. 
During the ten weeks preceding the outbreak of the war, 281 German pilots 
crashed to their death, an additional 287 were severely wounded. 

Frieser limits himself to statistics that are now fully recognised, but he does not 
examine the defects of some individual French arms. Beaufre emphasises that the 
light machine-gun, the Fusil-Mitrailleur 1924, was delivered first in 1926 in small 
numbers and that its quantity had only first become adequate in 1932. Its ammu- 
nition was not ready before 1936. The heavy machine-gun dated from 1916, It was 
so heavy that its transport was very cumbersome in troop movement. Most front 
line soldiers were equipped with the rifle 07/15, created in 1907 and modernised in 
1915. Only a few troops had the 1937 rifle. On paper the French Army had four 
motorized divisions, but when the war began, none was yet ready for combat. On 
10 May 1940 only the first division could be put into action. However, in accor- 
dance with French manuals, its tanks were distributed in small packages to infantry 
battalions. The only real armoured division during the French campaign was the 
small fourth under de Gaulle, which was put into action in May 1940. 

A comparison between manpower strength of the French and the German 
Armies is not sufficient, if only figures are taken into account. 80% of all French 
soldiers, and 100,000 of 128,000 officers, belonged to the reserve. In the B divi- 
sions of the second tier, the average age of soldiers was 35. Officers and non-coms 
often skipped the routine exercises that were of short duration, and went without 
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any instruction in modern equipment technology, or in unit combat. While the 
Wehrmacht had fewer troops, many of its soldiers had been trained in 1935 and the 
years thereafter. 

Some of Frieser’s conclusions can also be questioned. While he is critical of the 
French military command, he takes small account of the political decay which was 
its main cause. He blames neither French society nor the common French soldier. 
He believes the French high command was the sole cause of the French failure. 
Beaufre contradicted the version of the Vichy government, which was established 
after the armistice, that the Parliament was to blame for such shortcomings.: 


Parliament had agreed to every demand for defence funds. The cause for 
the insufficiencies was our paralysis, our inability to get things done. This 
concerns not only the Army. We are an old nation with tradition going 
back to the horse and the ‘goose quill’. We have never been able to adapt 


. . 9 
ourselves to changing circumstances.’ 


The German plan 


Any description of the first German plans must take into account that the 
Wehrmacht did not intend to launch a major offensive in the West. Thus the first 
plan, ‘Yellow’, was developed on 15 October 1939, after Hitler had already insisted 
on attacking in the West in autumn, against his commanders’ advice. The Amer- 
ican historian, Brigadier General Telford Taylor who headed the US prosecution 
team during the trial of the major Nazi war criminals at Nuremberg after the war, 
emphasizes that OKH never intended to submit a plan for victory that it consid- 
ered to be impossible. 


Military plans are not composed for the intrinsic beauty of their pattern, 
like a Bach fugue, they are shaped to achieve specific objectives. It is espe- 
cially important to bear this in mind when analysing the original German 
plan of attack in the West. Only in this way can one understand the much 
criticized limitations of the plan that the highly competent staff of OKH 
produced in October 1939. 


The thoughts behind the first “Yellow’ plan did not go in the direction of an 
offensive, their main objective was to prevent it. Many compared ‘Yellow’ to the 
German ‘Schlieffen Plan’ of 1914, because it also called for a march through 
Belgium with the possible addition of the Netherlands. But there the comparison 
ends. The Schlieffen Plan aimed at total victory over France, while ‘Yellow’ only 
attempted to advance to the Channel coast. Some German commanders also saw 
‘Yellow’ as a repeat of the Schlieffen plan. General Guderian wrote that it was 
simply a repetition of a former plan, with the advantage of simplicity, and the 


disadvantage of lack of novelty.“ Generals Blumentritt and Westphal advanced 
similar opinions. 
19 Ibid., p. 79 

20 T. Taylor, The March of Conquest — The German Victory in the West 1940, London, 
1959, p. 17 


21 H.Guderian, Erinnerungen eines Soldaten, Wels 1951, p. 89 (henceforth Guderian) 
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Taylor criticizes other foreign historians, among them Liddell Hart, Bullock 
and Wilmot, for advancing similar views. He emphasizes that Hitler himself had 
given the original order to advance to the Channel and therefore the first versions 
of ‘Yellow’ were to conform to his directives. When the first draft for ‘Yellow’ was 
presented to him, Hitler was dissatisfied and on 29 October, Brauchitsch 
submitted a second version. There was little difference between the two plans and 
the advance to the Channel coast remained the aim. Hitler was again dissatisfied. 
The element of surprise was lacking and on 30 October, he mentioned the Sedan 
for the first time. 

Contrary to his traditional-minded generals, Hitler never wavered in his 
conviction that the France of 1939 was unable to put up the resistance of the First 
World War. However, he had not yet a new operational plan at his disposal, and he 
may have recalled the French disaster at Sedan in 1870. The French parliamen- 
tarian Taittinger, who visited the Sedan area and its defences, shortly before the 
beginning of the German offensive, stated in his report that there are names which 
have a sound of doom for our Army. (// semble qu'il y ait des terres de malheurs pour 
nos armes.)” 

On 21 October 1939, Manstein, on his way to Rundstedt’s Army Group A 
headquarters at Koblenz, stopped at OKH headquarters at Zossen. He received a 
copy of the first version of ‘Yellow’, and noted in his diary: “Accompanying ‘music’ 
by Halder, Stiilpnagel and Greiffenberg rather depressing.” Stiilpnagel was 
Oberquartiermeister | and Greiffenberg was an officer in the Quartiermeister | 
department. He would later become a General der Infanterie.”” He was also dissatis- 
fied with the second version. After arriving at Koblenz, he laid out his his ideas 
about Sichelschnitt to Rundstedt 

Rundstedt agreed, and on 31 October forwarded Manstein’s ideas to 
Brauchitsch under his signature. Since Halder knew that the idea had been devel- 
oped by his opposite, Manstein, he discarded it. On 1 November he simply wrote 
in his diary that it contained no positive ideas. He apparently did not transmit 
Rundstedt’s letter to Brauchitsch. The war diary of OKW, which was meticulously 
kept by Jodl, shows no mention of such a transmission. Halder wrote in his diary 
that it might be more circumspect not to communicate Rundstedt’s letter to OKW. 
The rivalry between OKW and OKH, which later became the plague of the 
German command structure, had already begun. Taylor claimed that Brauchitsch 
had maintained his original idea to advance to the Channel and from this perspec- 
tive ‘Yellow’ had been preferable since it covered a shorter distance. 

On 5 November, Hitler and Brauchitsch met in Berlin. As usual, their conver- 
sation was unsatisfactory. Brauchitsch, in his effort to oppose an offensive in 
France had told Hitler that the German troops in Poland had shown themselves 
not totally reliable. Since Hitler saw the Wehrmacht as ‘his army’, he flew into an 
uncontrollable rage and shouted at Brauchitsch and Halder that he would crush 
the ‘spirit of Zossen.’ As often after encounters with Hitler, Brauchitsch returned a 
broken man to OKH. On 28 November, Hitler reverted to the idea of Sedan and 
talked about a Panzer attack against Sedan through Arion and Trintigny. At OKW, 
Jodl noted in his diary that the “Fiihrer has a new idea, to attack Sedan with a 

22 Frieser, p. 178 
23 Verlorene Siege, p.67 f and 90 
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Panzer division and support this with a motorized division through Arlon.” That 
was Hitler’s first intervention on division level. As of that day, the irritated OKH 
added a prefix to every directive to Army Groups, “The Fiihrer has now decided.” 

As a first step, the staff of Guderian’s motorized XIX Corps was now trans- 
ferred to Army Group A. Rundstedt simply transmitted Manstein’s ideas and they 
began to gain support. Guderian was strongly in their favour. On 31 November, 
Brauchitsch and Halder visited Army Group A. Manstein submitted a memo- 
randum requesting that an additional Army be transferred from Bock’s Army 
Group B to Army Group A. In his memoirs, Manstein wrote that his memo- 
randum to General Schundt had been forwarded by General Blumentritt. But he 
did not know if Schmundt had passed it on to Hitler and Jodl.”* When Manstein 
met Hitler for the first time, after being relieved as Rundstedt’s chief-of-staff, and 
appointed a Corps Commander. Hitler gave no indication of having received 
Manstein’s memorandum, or the previous communications from Army Group A. 
However, Rundstedt and Manstein then believed that they were on the way to 
obtaining Hitler’s consent, and so they wrote a new series of memoranda. On 30 
November, Rundstedt again requested an additional army. On 6 December, 
Manstein wrote a long letter to Halder with a summary of all his ideas. Halder did 
not react. On 22 December, another meeting between Brauchitsch and Rundstedt 
produced no results. 

After his relief as Rundstedt’s chief-of-staff, Manstein, together with the other 
newly appointed corps commanders, was received by Hitler on 17 February 1940. 
Tresckow had arranged with Schmundt for a conversation between Hitler and 
Manstein. Schmundt immediately agreed. Tresckow had shown him Manstein’s 
memoranda and Schmundt saw that they were in line with Hitler’s thoughts. At 
personal meetings, Hitler would usually engage in monologues without allowing 
his visitor to speak. This time he remained silent and listened to Manstein’s argu- 
ments with attention. Manstein gave Hitler a detailed description of his plan. A 
war-game, which took place between 7 February and 17 February had already 
shown that Manstein’s ideas were sound. 

On 18 February, Halder, finally relieved of his ‘troublemaker’ Manstein, 
made an immediate turn around and proposed his own plan, which followed 
Manstein’s guidelines but went even further in some of their conclusions. To be 
fair to Halder, one must recall that he was faced with a dilemma that could have 
broken stronger men. As chief of the Generalstab, he was duty bound to develop 
the best possible plan for German victory. However, in 1938, he had headed a 
conspiracy of generals who intended to arrest Hitler, and possibly kill him if Hitler 
decided on war during the Czech crisis. Halder’s plan had been meticulously 
prepared but came to naught, after Britain and France signed the Munich agree- 
ment. 

It then became Halder’s turn to encounter opposition at OKH. Generaloberst 
von Bock, unhappy with the reduction in size of his Army Group, told Halder that 
he was playing va-banque. Undoubtedly the final plan contained many va-banque 
elements. Halder replied: 


24 Verlorene Siege, p. 108 
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Others already label me the grave-digger of the German Panzerarm. Even 
so! If this plan had only 10% chances of success, I will remain with it. 
Only this operation can lead to an annihilation of the enemy, unlike the 
old Schlieffen plan, that mainly pushed the enemy backwards! I firmly 
believe in this plan.” 


As often happens after a successful campaign every participant claims that he 
was the determining factor. After the French Marshal Joffre had won the battle of 
the Marne, in 1914, he is reported to have said: “I don’t know who won the battle, 
but I know who would have lost it.” In 1940, after France had collapsed, Hitler 
said: “Manstein was the only general who understood me.””* In his ‘victory’ speech 
to the Reichstag on 19 July, which named twelve new Feldmarschalls, Hitler 
declared that putting the Schwerpunkt on the left wing was his sole idea. Halder 
would also claim that he was the decisive factor. Manstein’s voice was clearly 
audible. On 20 June, General Heusinger wrote to his wife: “From far away, 
Manstein is heard to proclaim that the authorship of the plan was solely his work. 
In reality, the plan was not the creation of a single brain, but the result of months of 
work at Zossen.””” 

Any objective assessment has to recognise that Manstein was the dominating 
factor. He was the first to put the new idea on the table and to develop it in every 
detail with his outstanding ability as a Generalstab officer. Conceivably it was his 
greatest achievement of the war. Historians, who label Sichelschnitt the “Manstein 
Plan’ are unquestionably correct. Curiously his plan rested on an illusion. In their 
overestimation of the French army, Manstein’s thoughts did not differ from his 
comrades. But while these wrote endless memoranda about the impossibility of a 
successful attack, Manstein understood that only a totally new concept with an 
element of va-banque could bring success against an opponent, purported to be 
stronger. The va-banque element was that logic had to demand that the French 
expect an attack through the Ardennes, since the Germans had successfully 
attacked there in 1914. But in the years between the two wars, the notion Les 
Ardennes sont impétrables, the Ardennes are immune to penetration, turned into a 
firm belief. When a stronger Army is defeated in war, the loser is always showered 
with blame for having misunderstood the enemy’s intention. But out of fairness to 
the French high command, it must be recalled that the senior German generals 
likewise failed to understand Manstein’s thoughts. Only a decision by Hitler 
caused it to be adopted. 

Thus, after months of discussions among senior commanders, between OKH 
and Army Group A, repeated postponements of the attack, and the ‘relief of a 
number of commanders, the final plan was adopted and quickly led to complete 
victory. Still, the question remains, were all those exercises really necessary? The 
following excursus attempts to provide an answer. 





25 Heusinger, Befehl, p. 86 
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Excursus: The gradual deterioration of the 
Third Republic until the beginning of the 
World War I 


Napoleon: “A great disaster always points to great culprits” 


The Third Republic was born under an unhappy star. It became the official form 
of the French State through mere coincidence. After the defeat of 1870-71 and the 
abdication of Napoleon III, the state was given the provisional name of Republic, 
but the term was not anchored in a constitution. The constituent assembly had a 
monarchist majority, divided into three hostile groups. 1. Legitimists, who advo- 
cated a return of the Bourbons. 2. Orléanists, who had remained faithful to the 
house of Orléans. and 3. Bonapartists, who dreamt of a restoration of the Napole- 
onic empire. During one session, when temperaments clashed, the word 
République entered, unobserved, into a constitutional draft that was adopted and 
finalised in 1875. The Republic thus became the official form of the new state, 
simply through lack of attention by the majority in the constituent assembly. 

During the years that followed, the Republic was no longer questioned. The 
monarchist groups quickly dwindled and were concentrated in the Action Francaise 
of Charles Maurras, which rose to new activities in Vichy France. A ‘personality’ 
was considered a Republican if his opinions leaned to the Left, if he advocated total 
freedom of opinion and speech, if he was basically anti-clerical, and if he had rela- 
tions with freemasonry which wielded political power in France until the begin- 
ning of World War II. 

The Right, with strong bonds to the Catholic Church, was deemed anti- 
republican. The Catholic newspaper La Croix was its main publication. Opposi- 
tion between Republicans and Anti-republicans increased when a number of 
financial scandals, among them the ‘Panama Canal affair’ could be traced to the 
Left. Alongside La Croix, a number of reactionary daily papers and weekly journals 
gained increasing influence. The politician Paul Dérouléde and the writer Maurice 
Barrés became spokesmen for the Right. Virulent anti-Semitic articles appeared in 
Edouard Drumont’s La libre Parole. 

Tensions between the two camps reached their height in 1895, when Captain 
Dreyfus, a Jewish officer, was falsely accused of espionage and sentenced to depor- 
tation for life. The ‘Dreyfus affair’ split the nation into two camps, Dreyfusards and 
Antidreyfusards and the heated disputes continued until 1906, when Dreyfus was 
officially rehabilitated. His innocence had become apparent years earlier and the 
real traitor, Major Esterhazy had fled to Great Britain. Most of the officers were 
staunch Antidreyfusards and simply closed their eyes to the exculpating evidence 
which emerged step by step. Union between Republicans and Anti-republicans 
could only be found in patriotism, in the restoration of the French Grandeur, and 
in hatred of the perennial enemy Germany. There was also the craving for the 
return of Alsace — Lorraine. Until the Allied victory in World War I, the Strasbourg 
statue on the Place de la Concorde in Paris remained covered with a dark cloth. 
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The French Army traditionally kept its distance from political quarrels. In less 
than a century, the form of the state constantly changed. The First Republic, the 
Directoire, Bonaparte’s Consulate were followed by Napoleon I’s Empire. Then 
came the restoration of the traditional monarchy, the ‘bourgeois monarchy’ of 
Louis Philippe. The Second Republic of 1848 was transformed by its President, 
Louis Napoleon, into the Second Empire, and finally came the Third Republic. 
Like most armies world-wide, the French Army was strongly conservative, but it 
kept away from the daily political problems and strictly observed the rule of serving 
every legitimate government. 

After the rehabilitation of Dreyfus, political turbulences began to penetrate 
the Army. The minister of war, General André, compiled lists which classified the 
senior officers according to their purported political views. When Foch was 
appointed director of the Ecole de Guerre in 1907, he felt compelled to tell Prime 
Minister Clemenceau that one of his brothers was a Jesuit. Clemenceau replied 
that he could not care less, Matters came to a head when General Joffre was 
appointed Commander in Chief in 1911. Originally General Pau had been the 
main candidate. The official reason given for the preference of Joffre was that Pau 
had demanded the right to select commanders of armies in wartime. This was the 
prerogative of the government. In reality, Pau was suspected of strong clerical 
tendencies, whereas Joffre was a Freemason. For the fate of France, during the First 
World War, the choice of Joffre would prove to have been a stroke of luck. 


The structure of the French High Command 


The structure would remain basically unchanged until the defeat of France in 
1940. The supreme body was the Conseil Supérieur de la Défense Nationale, the 
Higher Council of National Defence, which later was renamed Conseil de Guerre, 
War Council. The Conseil consisted of 12 to 15 generals. The minister for war 
was its president, the general who was to be Commander in Chief of the Army in 
war-time was the vice president. The other members held written letters of 
appointment, /ettres de service, to command armies or corps if war broke out. In 
the second volume of his recollections, General Weygand pointed out an incon- 
gruity.”* In peacetime, the future Commander in Chief had authority only over 
his staff and the other members of the Conseil. Only the chief of the General Staff 
had the authority to issue orders to army units and to sign on behalf of the 
minister and in his name. Until the outbreak of the war, no orders were signed by 
the designated commander in chief. The chief of the General Staff saw the 
minister practically daily, the vice president only occasionally. Thus the French 
Army in peacetime had two commanders in chief. This situation came to an end 
in 1935 when the chief of the General Staff, General Gamelin became the vice 
president of the Conseil and both functions were combined. Gamelin was there- 
fore invested with direct command authority which, however, he never exercised, 
neither before nor during the war. 
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Continued decline interrupted by victory in 1918 


In 1914, the French Army went to war sustained by a wave of patriotism and 
enthusiasm, as did the Germans. Its official doctrine had been established in 1911 
by Colonel de Grandmaison, under the heading Offensive 4 Outrance, total offen- 
sive. During the first weeks of the war, Joffre, who followed this principle with his 
plan XVII, attacked in Alsace, although the Schlieffen plan had been known to the 
French some years before 1914, through the treachery of a German officer. Joffre’s 
biographer, Pierre Varillon, wrote that the plan was communicated to the French 
by a German officer under the pseudonym Vengeur, the avenger, who had been 
passed over for promotion and who sold the plan for 60,000 Francs to the French 
Deuxidme Bureau, the intelligence division of the French Army.” 

At the beginning, Joffre had no inkling of what was taking place in the north. 
Communications in 1914 were mainly carried out by carrier pigeons. Joffre was 
embroiled in battles around Mulhouse, with heavy casualties, while the German 
Army steamrollered through Belgium and northern France. The defeat at Char- 
leroi on 21 August was the eye opener. Joffre immediately reacted. He broke off 
combats, except for small-scale rear actions, accomplished an orderly retreat, with 
the help of newly formed strategic reserves, and then launched the successful 
counter offensive on the Marne. In 1940, Gamelin could not act in the same 
manner, since he had totally neglected the creation of strategic reserves. Also the 
speed of the German advances did not permit orderly retreat. 

When the trench war began with its increasing casualties, enthusiasm in 
France and Germany quickly waned. In 1916, General Nivelle had replaced Joffre 
as French commander in chief. In 1917 he launched his disastrous offensive. It 
failed completely and led to mutinies in a number of French divisions. Draconian 
measures and the careful command of Nivelle’s successor, Pétain, succeeded in 
restoring discipline. 

In 1918, France bathed in the glory of victory. The fact that it was mainly due 
to the Allies was forgotten. France had suffered the highest casualties of all nations 
who took part in the war. The battles of the Marne and Verdun were fought under 
French command and by French soldiers. Finally, Marshal Foch was made Allied 
supreme commander in 1918. But disenchantment soon arose, and the effective- 
ness, of both the Republic and the Army, was rapidly degraded. 

The French governments between 1918 and 1938 remained moderate with a 
leaning towards the left. A purely left wing government arose with Léon Blum’s 
Popular Front in 1938. The majority of the Paris daily press was strongly reac- 
tionary, as were weeklies like Candide, Gringoire and the extreme Je suis partout of 
Robert Brasillach. The tendency of these media was at first anti-communist. When 
Mussolini and later Hitler came to power, the press would express growing 
sympathy for their movements and policies. In 1934, the perfume magnate Coty 
had already published an article in his privately owned paper Lami du Peuple 
under the heading “Together with Hitler against Bolshevism.’ When Léon Blum 
became Prime Minister, the slogan arose, ‘rather Hitler than Blum’. The deputy, 
Xavier Vallat, later to become commissioner for Jewish affairs in the Vichy govern- 
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ment, made a speech in Parliament: “For the first time in the glorious history of 
France, this Gallic country is governed by a Jew.” 

New reactionary groups arose, which were not represented in Parliament, such 
as the Croix de Feu under Colonel de la Roque and the extreme anti-Semitic move- 
ment of Jacques Doriot. Doriot had begun his career as a communist deputy, later 
he changed sides. During the war he joined the French units of the Waffen SS and 
was killed in an air raid. The veterans of World War I, the Anciens Combattants 
belonged to a number of diffuse organisations without determined political 
programs, but they regularly engaged in street demonstrations, wearing Basque 
berets and displaying their war decorations. In 1934, when the Stavisky financial 
scandal broke loose, they attempted to storm Parliament. On 6 February 1934, the 
police opened fire on them and they suffered casualties. The most extreme reac- 
tionary group was the somewhat mysterious CSAR, aptly given the nickname 
Cagoule, the hoods, who carried out bomb attacks against buildings in Paris. 

Its full membership was never disclosed. Senior Army officers, among them 
Marshal Franchet d’Esperey and General Dusseigneur, are known to have been 
members. Other names were also known, but Daladier refused to disclose them to 
prevent a further decline in the army’s prestige. Today it is known that at least one 
member of the Conseil, General Dufieux, belonged to it. Recent literature shows 
that the future president of the Fifth Republic, Francois Mitterand, had some links 
to the Cagoule. In 1939, little if any respect remained for the government or for 
parliament. When the war broke out, the Third Republic rested on feet of clay. 
General André Beaufre wrote that “the currents of history have drawn us into the 


abyss”. 


The development of the French Army between 1918 and 
1939 


Three names dominate those years, Pétain, Weygand and Gamelin. After the end 
of World War II, Marshal Pétain became vice president of the Conseil and 
remained in this post until 1931. Thereafter he was an adviser until 1934. He was 
then aged 78. Why did the government choose Pétain and not Marshal Foch, who 
had been supreme Allied commander in 1918? Pétain was probably the better 
commander of the two. Until he was invested with supreme Allied command, 
Foch’s operations had mostly resulted in failures. In 1916, he was dismissed and 
left out in the cold, until his appointment of supreme commander in March 1918. 
Pétain could look back on uninterrupted success. His preference for defensive 
warfare appealed to the French postwar mentality, Foch’s adherence to Offensive a 
Outrance did not. Pétain was looked upon as being a reliable Republican. Foch had 
strongly clerical and reactionary views and showed little respect for the govern- 
ment. During the negotiations for the Treaty of Versailles, he came into an 
increasing conflict with Clemenceau and, more than once, harsh words were 
exchanged between the two. 

Pétain’s influence was a forerunner of the future doom. Even after he had been 
restricted to an advisory rule, he continued to dominate the principles of combat 
doctrine. Several older generals of the war were exempted from normal retirement 
age limits. During the years from 1918 to 1930, the retirement age of generals had 
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been raised from 60 to 65, and was later increased even further to 70 years. A 
number of French Army commanders in 1940 had already led divisions during the 
First World War and remained with their conceptions of their previous 
commands. In 1939 the French high command gave the appearance of a group of 
“‘Methusalems’, Gamelin was 68, and Weygand was aged 72. 

The French military doctrine can be summarised in a few words. Hold on to 
the experience of World War I, allow no further development, give no thought to a 
war of movement and motorization, and rely on an uninterrupted front line, front 
continu. In 1921, Pétain ordered the following paragraph to be deleted from the 
general Army manual: 


The offensive is the major action, only attack permits decisive results. A 
local defence is a temporary decision of the commander, who feels that he 
cannot attack a given objective at a given moment. As soon as conditions 
change, one has to revert to the offensive. Only attack can obtain a final 


SUCCESS. 


In 1938, General Chauvineau, one of the most respected teachers at the Ecole 
de Guerre, published a book: “Is an invasion still possible?”*? He wrote that “a war 
of movement belongs to the past. Everything speaks against offensive actions. If an 
opponent tries to attack our front line, he will quickly get a “bloody nose’. Tanks 
are useless, it goes without saying.” In a previous article in the Infantry Review 
journal, General Chauvineau had already stated that no tank could advance 
beyond 1200 metres. 

Pétain wrote the preface to General Chauvineau’s book. It was unusually long, 
17 pages. There was a suspicion that Pétain contributed more to the book than 
merely his preface. Some of Pétain’s comments read: 


General Chauvineau’s views reflect complete wisdom, plein de sagesse ... 
They are based on historical experience and a profound knowledge of the 
value of a defensive front ... Tanks are very expensive, and difficult to put 
into action. Doubtless our troops can repulse any enemy that would cross 
our borders. 


In 1928, the government decided to construct the Maginot line which was 
completed in 1934. The public believed that it extended over the whole length of 
the border, but in reality, it ended in the vicinity of the Belgian border. There its 
fortifications were weak. The high command argued that one “could not offend 
the Belgians by erecting fortifications along their borders and, after all, the Belgian 
Army is our Maginot line.” All of a sudden, the weak Belgian Army became an 
‘impregnable’ fortress and the much stronger French Army required additional 
protection. While minister for war in the 1934 government of Paul Doumergue, 
Pétain had stated that this part of the French border presented no danger. 

The concept of the Maginot line arose from the experience of the battle of 
Verdun in 1916. Had it been put to use correctly, its concept and structure, with 
large underground facilities and underground rail connections between the fortifica- 
tions, would have fulfilled the expectations of its creators. The ‘impregnable’ 
Maginot line quickly became a French myth. It would have fulfilled its purpose if 
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only a limited number of troops had remained in the fortifications, and the 
remainder had become available for offensive operations. The opposite occurred. In 
one day, from the many units that had remained in the Maginot line, up to 500,000 
men were taken prisoner by the Germans. Napoleon had already said that, “he who 
remains idle behind the cover of a fortification, will always be defeated”. 

In 1931, General Weygand succeeded Pétain as vice president of the Conseil. 
His appointment was greeted with protest in parliament, as he was suspected of 
planning a coup d état. Weygand was very articulate, and totally devoted to his 
commander. During one of the clashes between Clemenceau and Foch in 1919, 
Weygand felt that Clemenceau had exceeded the boundaries of politeness. Since 
Foch had always had difficulty in expressing himself clearly, Weygand intervened 
angrily and left the room. Clemenceau is purported to have said later: “If ever a 
general will attempt a coup d état, it will be Weygand.” Weygand defended himself 
in parliament and was supported by the minister for war, André Maginot. 

During Weygand’s tenure, ‘a voice arose from the desert’, Charles de Gaulle. He 
had been a proponent of motorized warfare for years. In military journals, he had 
advocated the creation of an elite professional Army, alongside the regular Army. In 
the first edition of his book there was no mention of cooperation with the air force. 
When de Gaulle rose to supreme power after the war, he inserted ex post facto correc- 
tions, ie using hind-sight, in subsequent editions. The new Army would consist of 
volunteer soldiers with a service of six years. It would have six motorized divisions 
and a light division. His ideas were turned down by the General Staff, so he turned to 
the press. André Pironneau published a detailed description of de Gaulle’s views in 
forty articles in the daily L ‘Echo de Paris. De Gaulle then turned to the future Prime 
Minister Paul Reynaud, who was immediately captivated, and proposed his ideas to 
parliament. However, they were turned down by parliament on 15 March 1935. 

De Gaulle was now considered to be a politicising officer and his promotions 
were delayed. When, on 18 June 1940, he issued his historic appeal to continue 
resistance from London, he was still a temporary brigadier — Général de Brigade a 
titre temporaire. This rank had been conferred upon him when he assumed 
command of his armoured division. Until the mid-1930s, the French Army had 
only two generals’ ranks, Général de Brigade (two stars) and Général de Division 
(three stars). The Maréchal de France was not a military rank but a dignité nationale, 
which was conferred by special decree, signed by the President of the Republic and 
the Prime Minister. 

The old system permitted flexibility, since it made it possible to have a Général de 
Division switched from commanding armies down to divisions without encroaching 
on his personal prestige. Thus Pétain, who was a colonel in 1914, was able to rise to 
commander in chief of the French Army in less than three years. Shortly before the 
war, two additional ranks were introduced, the Général de Corps d'Armé, four stars, and 
the Général d’Armeée, five stars. The new system came at the expense of previous flexi- 
bility. Thereafter, Commands were given according to individual ranks. 

In his memoirs, de Gaulle recalled the reactions to his views of a number of 
senior commanders. General Debeney: “Every conflict will be decided on our 
northeastern borders. No changes to present measures are required.” General 
Weygand: “On no account have two parallel armies. Perhaps the ideas offer some 
interest, but they can be implemented with our present organisation. Nothing has 
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to be created, everything is already there.” General Brécart: “Motorized divisions 
would endanger our beautiful horses.” At a meeting of the Conseil, when de Gaulle 
acted as secretary, the minister for war, General Maurin, exclaimed: “Adieu, de 
Gaulle, where I am, there is no place for you”. Later, to a group of visitors, he said, 
“He has found a pen (Pironneau) and a gramophone (Paul Reynaud). I would like 
to send him to Corsica.”*" 

In May 1940, de Gaulle was entrusted with the command of the hastily 
formed 4th motorized Division and scored a local success. Newsreels presented 
him as the youngest French general, without mentioning his name. After he had 
flown to London in protest against the armistice, and had established the Free 
French movement, his appeal of 18 June 1940 in military journals remained unno- 
ticed. At that time, hardly any Frenchman had the time to listen to foreign broad- 
casts. A few days later, the Vichy Government issued a short communiqué, stating 
that it had given no official mission to de Gaulle. It was the first mention of what 
would soon become a household name. 

During his years as vice-president of the Conseil, Weygand did little. He replaced 
the paragraph deleted by Pétain the Army manual, but then was mainly passive. Co- 
operation with Gamelin, who had been appointed as chief of the General Staff, was 
rendered difficult by their mutual dislike. After leaving his post in 1935, Weygand 
engaged in lucrative business ventures and joined the supervisory board of the Suez 
Corporation. In July 1939, he made a speech at a horse show in Lille where he said, “I 
am convinced that today’s French Army is stronger than ever. The fortifications are 
first class, morale is high and our commanders are remarkable. No one wants a new 
war, but if we are to be forced to win a new victory, we will do it.” 

Of the three generals who dominated the French military scene between the 
two world wars, Gamelin is, without doubt, the most interesting. Certainly not 
however on the grounds of his achievements. But it will remain a riddle how a 
general with his character and dispositions could rise to the highest command and 
be unanimously praised by Allied propaganda before the first shot was fired. Walls 
in France and also in Britain were covered with posters, showing Gamelin full 
regalia and with the title, “One single chief—OUR Gamelin.” Un seul chef - 
NOTRE Gamelin. Other posters showed a world map. France and Britain with 
their Empires coloured red, and Germany’s blue. It had the inscription. “We will 
win, because we are the strongest”. Nous vaincrons parceque nous sommes les plus 
forts. Some French newspapers suggested that Gamelin be made a Marshal of 
France on the first day of the war. 

Before rising to the top, Gamelin could look back on a brilliant career. During the 
years 1914-1916 he was the operational head on Joffre’s staff and had developed the 
detailed plan for the battle of the Marne. When Joffre was relieved in 1916, he asked 
Gamelin to go with him. Gamelin refused and said to Joffre that his desire to further 
his own career should be respected. He then became a successful division commander. 
In the 1920s he crushed the Druze uprising in Syria, and finally was made commander 
of XX Corps, which was traditionally the elite unit of the French Army. 

Gamelin was an intellectual who maintained a regular correspondence with 
the philosopher Henri Bergson, a Nobel prize-winner. A diplomat who had 
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assisted at a dinner of honour for Gamelin at the French Embassy in London, 
recalls his surprise that Gamelin only talked about philosophy and Italian painting, 
without mentioning military matters. In politics he was moderate with slight ‘left’ 
tendencies. After he obtained senior commands, he increasingly sought close rela- 
tions with parliamentarians and other political figures. 

He was unpopular with his fellow generals. Weygand held him in open 
contempt and General Georges, number two on the seniority list of the Army and 
his designated successor, hardly spoke to him. Beaufre recalled that on his entry in 
the General Staff, his comrade Zeller received him with the words: “Do you know 
General Gamelin? Better be aware that /e général Gamelin est une nouille ( General 
Gamelin has no more spine than a noodle).”*” 

Beaufre recalled a meeting between Gamelin and the British Chief of Staff 
Deverell. Deverell had asked Gamelin specific questions and was treated to a 
lengthy speech that caused him to simply fall asleep. Gamelin complained to the 
British Secretary of War, Duff Cooper, who Deverell had relieved.” The British 
Air Chief Marshall Sir Arthur Barratt described Gamelin as a “pot-eyed, button- 
booted, pot-bellied little grocer.”*” 

The politicians whom he courted had little regard for him. Paul Reynaud 
wanted to dismiss him on the day of his appointment as Prime Minister. However, 
he feared that he would not obtain a majority in parliament, given the opposition 
to such a move by his predecessor Daladier, who was a strong supporter of 
Gamelin. During the debate which followed the disaster in Norway, Daladier was 
asked why he considered Gamelin a suitable commander in chief. He found no 
better reply than “He is a very intelligent man and personally entirely devoted to 
me.” Not a single word about Gamelin’s capacity as a military commander. 

On 12 April 1940 Reynaud told Paul Baudoin, who would become the first 
Foreign Minister in Pétain’s government, that one simply could not keep this 
philosophical weakling at the top of the Army. Even Daladier ventured his frustra- 
tion to Weygand: “When you say something, everybody knows what you mean. 
When Gamelin speaks, it is simply sand slipping through the fingers.”** Georges 
Mandel compared him toa préfet who always adapts his decisions to the opinions 
of influential politicians.” Paul Reynaud again: “He may have become a good 
préfet or a bishop but certainly not a leader of men.” Gamelin was totally out of 
touch with less senior commanders and the soldiers. In his memoirs he admits that 
he knew nothing about troop morale since he had made it a principle to talk to 
Army commanders only. 

During his tenure as vice president of the Conseil, Gamelin simply did 
nothing. When the Germans re-occupied the western Rhineland, he stated that he 
could only intervene if the government ordered a general mobilization. He claimed 
that he was faced by one million German soldiers. In reality, the German strength 


in this operation was limited to three battalions. 
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Among the population the prestige of the Army had reached its nadir. One 
general recalled a conversation with a son of a fellow general of his, whom he 
wanted to join the Army: “General, it is not my salary as lieutenant which prevents 
me from choosing this path, but yours.” Many tried to avoid the draft and failed to 
show up at the few exercises. Reserve officers considered them to be a waste of time 
and simply excused themselves. When Daladier returned to Paris after signing the 
Munich agreement, he feared a hostile reception from the crowd and directed the 
pilot of his plane to lend at a distant military airfield. Contrary to his apprehension, 
he was received in triumph. Thousands acclaimed him when he drove down the 
Champs Elysées. Daladier, who had more brains than he is often credited for, is 
reported to have turned to an aide and said: “What a bunch of idiots.” 

When it became clear that Germany would attack Poland, the slogan “Die for 
Danzig?” became widespread. During the first weeks of the war, General Gransard, 
who commanded a corps stated: “There is nothing but nonchalance. The feeling is 
that France cannot be beaten and that Germany would lose the war without any 
fighting taking place.”** There was however more than nonchalance. Frenchmen, 
who did not have far-reaching insight into world politics, could well ask themselves 
why they were called upon to fight, once Poland had been defeated. Since Poland 
had joined Germany during the Czech crisis in 1938 and annexed the Teschen 
area, fighting and perhaps dying for Poland, elicited no enthusiasm. 

Neither the French nor the British governments had issued a declaration of 
war aims. There was an increasing feeling that France was supposed to pull Brit- 
ain’s chestnuts out of the fire. Given the disparity in numbers between the French 
and the British forces on the ground, the higher pay received by British soldiers, the 
better food and cigarettes available to them, such sentiments cannot be dismissed 
out of hands. German propaganda, under the masterful direction of Dr Goebbels, 
played increasingly the anti-British theme. German posters on the front line would 
send a French message across the lines: “Les Anglais donnent leur machines, les 
Francais donnent leur poitrines.” (The British provide equipment, the French the 
bodies of their soldiers). The historian Fonvieille-Alquier wrote in his book about 
the French people in the phoney war: “In 1914, French mothers told their sons to, 
‘Do your duty.’ In 1939, it became, ‘Try to become a shirker.””” 


The phoney war between 3 September 1939 and 
10 May 1940 seen through French eyes. “Thus 
vanished the roar that was the Grande Armée” — 
Victor Hugo after the battle of Waterloo. 


Gamelin’s memoirs are a priceless source for an understanding of how the French 
high command viewed the eight months of what had entered history as ‘the 
phoney war’. They take the shape of a daily diary, in which he attempts to win on 
paper the battles that he lost in the field. Furthermore, they contain the most insig- 
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nificant details of his life day by day. (All statements and orders by Gamelin are 
taken from the third volume of his recollections). For instance, he dwells with 
relish on the meals that he served his guests at headquarters. He adds that he always 
saw to the high quality of food that was served. This was an inheritance from his 
former chief, Joffre, who never departed from his sleeping and eating methods in 
times of crisis. However, Joffre had an iron grip on events and wanted to show his 
subordinates that he never panicked. Gamelin wrote: “Only champagne was 
proscribed, it had to wait for the victory celebration.” 

As a first step, Gamelin set up a command structure which was so diffuse that 
until the present day no expert is able to determine who was entitled to give orders 
to whom. He established his headquarters in the Paris suburb of Vincennes. It was 
far in the rear of the combat zone, but close to parliament, which he wanted to visit 
at regular short intervals. In his memoirs, de Gaulle described Gamelin’s headquar- 
ters as something close to a convent, a Thébaide, where Gamelin gave the impres- 
sion of a research scientist mixing in his laboratory the chemical components of his 
strategy. There were no radio communications. Gamelin felt that they were not 
necessary, since every Army headquarters could easily be visited in person, without 
running the risk of enemy interception.” 

Obviously the Germans knew where Gamelin’s headquarters were located, 
just as the Allies knew the location of OKWand OKH. Furthermore an automobile 
drive from Vincennes to the headquarters of General Georges, who was his deputy, 
took at least two hours. Gamelin appointed General Georges, first as his ‘deputy’ 
for the northeastern front, and then on 6 January 1940 made him officially 
Supreme Commander Northeast. With this step he relieved himself of direct 
responsibility and whenever someone spoke to him about ‘your battle’ he immedi- 
ately replied: “You mean the battle of General Georges.” From that day, Gamelin 
simply became short-circuited and received only few reports from the front.” 

In previous years, Georges had the reputation of an able soldier. However, he 
was physically diminished by the wounds he had suffered, when King Alexander I 
of Yugoslavia and the French foreign minister Barthou were assassinated in 
Marseille, in 1934. Beaufre recalled that Georges suffered a complete breakdown 
when he heard on 13 May that the Germans had reached Sedan: 


The mood at headquarters recalled a room with people standing around 
the deathbed of a next of kin. General Georges was completely pale. He 
said that the Germans had broken through at Sedan and that everything 
was lost. He fell sobbing into his armchair. This was the first time I ever 
saw a man weep during battle. Later I would see many more. It was simply 
terrible. General Doumenc quickly regained composure. He said to 
Georges that it was war, and in every war unforeseen events will occur.“ 
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Gamelin told one of his staff officers, Colonel Minart, that he refrained from 
going to see Georges because he would have felt humiliated and upset at Georges’ 
appearance.” 

Napoleon threatened to resign when the Directoire wanted to split the Italian 
command between him and Kellermann. 


In war there can only be one commander in chief. Better an incompetent 
commander than two able ones, who rival in the same command. Gaul 
was not conquered by Rome but by Julius Caesar. The Seven Years War 
was not the war of the Prussian Army, but the war of Frederick the Great. 


How would Napoleon have judged a situation where two incompetent 
generals rivalled with each other in the same command? 

The parameters of Georges’ command were never defined. At first, there were 
two Army Groups, North under General Billotte, with 7th Army under General 
Giraud, 1st Army commanded by General Blanchard, 9th Army (General Corap), 
2nd Army (General Huntziger) and the BEF (General Gort). Even the most 
capable Army Group commander would have found it difficult to lead five armies, 
and Billotte was far from capable. Moreover Georges and Billotte had no direct 
authority over the BEF which was subordinated directly to Gamelin. Its 
commander had the right to appeal to the British government, if he was dissatisfied 
with an order given to him. 

During one of his inspections, Sir Edward Spears asked Gamelin exactly who 
had supreme authority over the BEF. Gamelin replied “General Georges”, but 
added immediately that Georges received his instructions from him. Spears wrote 
angrily that since Gamelin turn received his orders from Daladier, the latter had 
become the highest authority for Gort, who in turn had the right to appeal to the 
British government if he disagreed with orders issued to him.” Army Group 
Centre, commanded by General Prételat, consisted of three armies, 3rd Army 
(General Bourret), 4th Army (General Requin) and Sth Army (General Condé). 
South of Army Group Centre was the 6th Army (General Garchery) and an Army 
Group staff, headed by General Besson. It would be activated during the German 
offensive and then commanded by General Touchon. 

Confusion was increased when Gamelin set up an additional General Staff 
under General Doumenc, since he was unable to find a common language with 
Georges. “They are so busy fighting each other that neither has the time to fight the 
Germans.”*” Doumenc’s task was to prepare combat orders and put them in final 
shape, but in reality he became a liaison officer between Gamelin and Georges. 
Since he had no staff of his own, he borrowed officers from the staff of Georges. 
Gamelin then saw fit to create yet a fourth General Staff of the Army under 
General Colson, which, in spite of its lofty name, functioned basically as a quarter- 
master department in the rear. 

Gamelin had no authority over the Air Force, which remained under the 
command of General Vuillemin, and was put into action in accordance with the 
rules of the French military manuals. Planes ready for action were sent to the Army 
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Groups which distributed them in accordance with a percentage key determined 
by the pre-war manuals. When a Front commander was in urgent need of planes, 
he had to make a number of written applications to several authorities that did not 
communicate with each other. Most Army commanders were unwilling to part 
with their planes which remained grounded, of course. 

Gamelin’s operational plan, ‘Dyle River’, foresaw that the Allied troops would 
advance to the Dyle river in Belgium and there wait for the Germans. Originally he 
had intended to stop at the Scheldt river. During the winter he added the “Breda 
variant’, which called for 7th Army to pass through Antwerp to the Dutch city 
Breda where it would join with the Dutch Army. As director of the Ecole de Guerre, 
Foch had developed the concept of manoeuvre a posteriori which called for the 
establishment of an operational plan only after the intentions of the enemy could 
be recognised. A manoeuvre a priori was excluded, since it fixed one operational 
plan before hostilities had started. The “Breda variant’ was an extreme a priori, 7th 
Army was the strongest Army at Army Group North. The Germans took Breda 
before 7th Army reached the city. During the ensuing encounter 7th Army was 
practically destroyed and Gamelin had wasted his last available strategic reserve. In 
his description of the “Breda variant’, Frieser calls Gamelin a new Terentius 
Varro,“ an early Roman scholar. 

No attack was planned and Gamelin was convinced that the Germans had no 
such intentions either. This may call for raised eyebrows. France had declared war 
on Germany and ought to have taken the initiative of operations. If France did not 
act, it was obvious that Germany would do so. Since the Ardennes were considered 
to be impénétrables, Gamelin paid no attention to them. A war-game conducted by 
General Prételat in 1938, however, foresaw that a German attack in the direction 
of the Meuse, would reach it within 60 hours and cross in less than one hour. 
Gamelin kept the war game secret from his commanders. He told Prételat that it 
was laughable and that he was an incurable pessimist, jouer le pire. Had the 
Germans obtained knowledge of this war game, their amazement at the French 
neglect of defense of the Ardennes sector would have been boundless. 

Nevertheless, Gamelin could not entirely abstain from action. He had signed 
an agreement with the Polish General Staff to launch a limited attack immediately 
on the outbreak of war, and to increase it to full strength after two weeks. There- 
fore, General Prételat was given the order for an advance with nine divisions on a 
narrow sector in the Sarre region. It took place on 6 to 7 September and led to the 
occupation of 40 villages in no-man’s-land which the Wehrmacht had previously 
evacuated. The French daily communiqués exulted. Every attack was brillant, every 
piece of ground conquered was important, every progress was sérieux. 

The first German communiqué about the French ‘offensive’ was sober. On 10 
September 1939 OKW announced: “In the West some French patrols have crossed 
the German border and come in contact with our outposts. The enemy lost a 
number of killed in action and prisoners, among them a French officer.” After that 
day, and until the successful German counter-attack on 16 October, the German 
communiqués mentioned only small skirmishes, in the style of ‘nothing new on the 
Western front.’ 
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French newspapers ran enthusiastic headlines: “For the first time we fight on 
German soil”. Newsreels showed French artillery firing, and included comments 
like: “With every shot, Germany feels the approach of doom.” A few German 
soldiers had been taken prisoner and newsreels showed them in gym outfits, with 
the comment that Germany could not afford to provide sufficient uniforms for 
their army. Foreign correspondents in Berlin wrote that they became increasingly 
surprised at the asinine French propaganda that was an insult to their intelligence, 
particularly to those who felt sympathy for the Allies. 

French papers printed a story by Clare Booth about a miracle spring in 
Lorraine that flowed on 8 August 1918, the ‘black day of the German army’ and 
started flowing again February 1940. One of the papers that reproduced the story 
ran a headline: “Will Germany collapse by the end of May?” Joseph Harsch wrote 
from Berlin that he had heard over Paris-Mondiale that Berlin was on the verge of 
starvation. He then went out and could eat a meal at any one of a dozen Berlin 
restaurants which were offering ‘all a man could eat. Apparently the French 
station had recalled a speech by Géring when German rearmament began, that the 
Reich would rather produce guns than butter. But Germany produced both and 
much more. 

One almost unbelievable story turned out to be true, by chance. During the 
spring of 1940, rumours started to fly in Paris that the Germans might conquer the 
capital on 15 June 1940. When the Germans entered Paris on 14 June, the few 
prophets of doom felt vindicated. After the war it became known that an officer on 
the staff of the German embassy at Belgrade had become slightly drunk at the 
Christmas party and boasted that he might be in Paris on 15 June. 

As soon as the Polish campaign was over, Gamelin hastened to return his 
troops to the Maginot line. In his words, his retreat “was totally unnoticed by the 
Germans.” When the Poles, already at bay, protested at the slow French progress, 
Gamelin sent a note to the Polish military attaché in Paris, for communication to 
the Polish Commander in Chief, Marshal Rydz-Smigly: 


1. More than half of our regular divisions in the North-East are engaged with the 


enemy. 


2. Our air operations have been linked up with operations on the land from the 
start. We know that we are keeping a considerable portion of the Luftwaffe engaged 


in front of us. 


3. | have more than honoured my promise to take the offensive with the principal 
part of my forces, on the 15th day after the first day of mobilization. I could do no 
more.” Colonel Goutard adds with irony: “If the Poles were not satisfied with that, 
they must have been difficult to please. 


A series of strange orders of the day from Gamelin then followed. On 14 
October, two days before the Wehrmacht counter-attacked in the Sarre, Gamelin 
issued his first order of the day: 
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At any moment a battle can begin and as often in our history the fate of 
our nation will be in cause. France and the whole world are watching you 
with expectation and hope. Lift up your hearts. Make good use of your 


weapons. Always remember the Marne and Verdun.” 


On 16 October, the Wehrmacht launched a limited sharp counter-attack that 
immediately recaptured the terrain that had been evacuated and took a sizeable 
number of prisoners. On 25 November, Gamelin issued his second order of the 


day: 


On 14 October, I ordered you to be on guard against an immediate major 
German onslaught. On 16 October, the Germans launched a preliminary 
offensive, which thanks to our measures, they failed to notice, and it led to 
nothing. Since then we have noticed that the German preparations 
continued, but they do not dare to pursue their attack. We can await 
coming events in total calm.” 


On 23 December, Gamelin issued a New Year’s order of the day in which he 
proclaimed that the brilliant actions of the Army were a guarantee of final victory. 
In his memoirs he admits that he was mistaken about the date, but since the war 
was finally won in 1945, he had ultimately been proved right. In their last chapter 
he wrote that he never committed a single mistake during his time as commander 
in chief. 

After the German victory over Poland, the Deuxidme Bureau issued a long 


document reviewing the methods employed by the Wehrmacht in Poland. 


The success of the German methods are due to peculiar circumstances, a 
very long front line, lack of proportion between the opposed armies and 
the absence of Polish fortifications. The situation in the West is obviously 
different. But since the Germans are known to be a conservative people 
and tend to adhere to their traditional methods, we cannot exclude that 
they will attempt to use some of them against us. Since we > know their 
methods, we have ample time to prepare counter measures.’ 


On 10 May 1940 the Germans attacked with their ‘conservative’ methods and 
the French resistance lasted hardly longer than the Polish. 

The limited scope of the operations in the Sarre is evidenced by the casualties. 
The Germans had 196 killed in action, 144 missing, 356 wounded and a handful 
of prisoners-of-war. The casualties of the French Army were 1,954 killed in action, 
or severely wounded, and 714 prisoners-of-war. 

Apart from local skirmishes there was no more action on the front line until 10 
May 1940. The phoney war continued. The soldiers rested in the Maginot Line or 
assisted the farmers in the rear. Many officers left their posts and went home for 
days. German and French patrols would exchange friendly words if they happened 
to meet in no-man’s-land. On Christmas Eve, German and French soldiers joined 
in a Christmas party. German power plants continued to supply French industry. 
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On 9 September, Lieutenant Lacombe shot down an Me 109. He was 
punished because he had not obtained previous authorisation.” Barter deals flour- 
ished. One day French soldiers brought a cow to the German lines and returned 
with radio sets.’ Otto Abetz was a German journalist who had been expelled from 
France in 1938. He became German ambassador to the German military govern- 
ment in Paris after the armistice. He recalled that he witnessed a shooting contest 
between German and French soldiers, on a Rhine bridge, with a doll representing 
Neville Chamberlain as a target.* 

British observers became increasingly apprehensive. Sir Edward Spears, a Tory 
member of parliament, had been sent by Churchill as his personal observer to the 
French Army. Spears had been given the same task during World War I. He spoke 
perfect French and had many personal friends among the French commanders, He 
consigned his daily worries to his book, ‘Assignment to Catastrophe.”” 

General Brooke, later to become the British Army chief-of-staff, was a Corps 
Commander in the BEF and recalled a visit to General Corap, commander of the 
9th French Army. Brooke had been born and educated in France and spoke French 
like a native. Corap had asked him to attend a review of his troops: 


I can still see those troops now. Seldom have I seen anything more slov- 
enly and badly turned out. Men unshaved, horses ungroomed, clothes 
and saddlery that did not fit, vehicles dirty, and complete lack of pride in 
themselves or their units. What shook me most, however, was the look in 
the men’s faces, disgruntled and insubordinate looks and, although 
ordered to give ‘Eyes left’, hardly a man bothered to do so. After the cere- 
mony was over, Corap invited me to visit some of his defences in the Forét 
de St. Michel. There we found a half-constructed and very poor anti-tank 
ditch with no defences to cover it. By way of conversation I said that I 
supposed he would cover this ditch with the fire from anti-tank pill- 
boxes. This question received the reply, “Ah bah! on va les faire plus tard — 
allons, on va déjeuner’.* (We will do this later, let us first have lunch) 


The lunch lasted for two hours and consisted of oysters, lobster, chicken, 
goose liver paté, pheasant, cheese and fruit, coffee, liqueurs, all accompanied by a 
variety of wines. Thereafter any kind of work became impossible. Brooke wrote 
that the chief concern of the French generals seemed to be the culinary standards of 
their headquarters’ messes and that the meals he was constantly served interfered 
with his work and his liver. The meeting with Corap was attended by an aged 
general, designated to become a liaison officer to the BEF. He told Brooke proudly 
that he was teaching himself English with the help of a gramophone, while shaving, 
and added that he had just learned a new sentence: “Why will you not dance with 
Helen? Because Helen will smoke cigarettes and I am wearing a celluloid collar.” 
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gence officer Ic, on the staff of 6th Army’s VIII Corps under General, later 
Generaloberst, Heitz. He was made a prisoner-of-war at Stalingrad. After his return 
from captivity he became a historian of repute. He emphasises that Manstein’s 
Army Group South kept 6th Army ill-informed of the situation. He stresses the 
degree to which he, and his fellow officers, became increasingly desperate when 
Paulus’ repeated appeals to Manstein remained unanswered.’ Most memoirs by 
German survivors are highly critical of Manstein. They charge him of having failed 
in his overriding duties. When Manstein was made commander of Army Group 
Don, his name had become a symbol of hope for the soldiers in the Kessel. 
“Manstein is coming” was a common slogan. 

Janusz Piekalkiewicz’s Stalingrad — Anatomie einer Schlacht (Stalingrad — 
anatomy of a battle) is a unique day-by-day compilation of 700 pages of German 
and Russian communiqués, press releases and accounts by survivors. The author 
adds no personal comments.° 

The most important book about Stalingrad, possibly the final account, is 
Anthony Beevor’s Stalingrad, which was published in 1998 and translated world- 
wide.’ Beevor had access to Russian archives, and was able to meet with numerous 
German and Russian survivors. Beevor sticks closely to facts, but he writes in the 
vivid style of other British and American historians such as Cornelius Ryan and 
John Toland. That style makes his book easily accessible to the lay reader. 

Another valuable recent source is the TV-series “War of the Century’ and its 
accompanying book, under the direction of Laurence Rees. He had the co-opera- 
tion of reputed historians, among them Ian Kershaw, author of the latest two- 
volume biography of Hitler. The movie is a compilation of newsreels, and inter- 
views of survivors on both sides.* It is intended to show the boundless cruelty of the 
war in the East, on both sides. In the part dealing with Stalingrad, a number of 
NKVD officers recalled how they terrorised their own troops, as well as the civilian 
population that had remained in the city. Male and female officers of Smersch, a 
special NKVD controlled unit, set up for the purpose of dealing with espionage, 
described how they interrogated German prisoners-of-war, and after questioning, 
shot them. 

The two highest Red Army Commanders at Stalingrad, Marshal Zhukov, who 
headed the ‘theatre,’ and Marshal Rokossovsky, who commanded the “Don Front’, 
devoted only a small part in their memoirs to the battle. In Zhukov’s memoirs of 
749 pages, only 33 cover Stalingrad. In the 340 pages of Rokossovsky’s recollec- 
tions, only 46” cover Stalingrad. In their eyes the two decisive battles of the Russo- 
German war were Moscow and Kursk. Both battles are treated in great detail. 

Both Marshal Yeremenko and Marshal Chuikov are far more explicit. 
Yeremenko commanded the ‘Stalingrad front’. Chuikov defended the city centre 
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during the German onslaught. Rokossovsky was preferred when dealing the final 
blow. Chuikov’s recollections are the most candid memoirs of any Red Army 
commander. His book is outspoken in his personal hatred of Zhukov. As ‘Southern 
Generals’, who were denied promotion to the highest ranks, until the death of Stalin, 
both Yeremenko and Chuikov had ‘old accounts’ to settle.'° 


The German offensive ‘Blue’— a short 
summary 


Uhle-Wettler begins his chapter on Stalingrad with the following sentence: “Some 
Commanders and some Armies were already doomed to destruction, before the 
first shot to decided their fate was fired.”'’ Indeed, the whole plan for ‘Blue’ was 
based on mistaken assumptions. It was bound to turn into an unmitigated disaster. 

In 1942, the Campaign in the East began with a major Russian debacle. It 
would be the last time that Stalin overrode the advice of his Generals. His closest 
advisers understood that the Red Army was not yet capable of offensive actions on 
the whole front. They implored Stalin to fortify positions around Moscow, and 
then await German initiatives. Stalin disagreed. He felt that, after the Russian 
victory at Moscow, he could attack wherever he pleased. He gave way to the 
entreaties of Marshal Timoshenko, one of the few major names who had survived 
the Great Terror. When the war began, Timoshenko commanded the central 
theatre and suffered a series of crushing defeats. Stalin knew that Timoshenko was 
not up to his task. He hurriedly replaced him with Zhukow, who halted the 
German attack on Moscow and launched the first successful Russian counter- 
offensive. But Timoshenko had not fallen into disgrace, and Stalin followed his 
suggestion to launch a major attack on Charkov on 12 May. All the Russian units 
were destroyed and the Red Army lost 250,000 prisoners-of-war. 

A Ukrainian Hiwi Boris Witman, (Hiwi, ie Hilfswillige, was the designation of 
close to 1 million prisoners-of-war, who had volunteered for service with the 
Wehrmacht without engaging in combat) an interpreter at German headquarters, 
told Rees that he had overheard a conversation between two high- ranking Waffen- 
SS officers at the end of the battle. “What a pity that Marshal Timoshenko is not 
here. The Fiihrer wants to hand him a high decoration, the Knight’s Cross of the 
Iron Cross with Oak Leaves, as a token of gratitude for his contribution to the 
German victory. 

After the completion of the conquest of the Crimea, the Wehrmacht battle 
plan for 1942 foresaw a major operation in the south, ‘Blue’. By then the Germans 
no longer had the strength to attack on the whole front. In 1941 they had suffered 
the loss of 1.3 million soldiers, either killed in action, wounded, or missing. That 
amounted to 40% of their total manpower in the East, on 22 June 1941. Up to the 
beginning of the war against Russia, total German casualties on all fronts had been 
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around 100,000. Panzer strength had been reduced from 3,600 to 3,000. Reserves 


were not available in sufficient numbers. Replacements in manpower were less 
than 30% to 35% of the requirements. 

The original plan called for ‘Blue’ to be launched by Army Group South under 
Feldmarschall von Bock. A few days after the offensive started, von Bock was 
dismissed and Army Group South was split into two Army Groups, Army Group 
A, under Feldmarschall List, and Army Group B, under Generaloberst von Weichs. 
One Army Group would cross the Don in the area of Voronezh, the other would 
head out of Charkov. Thereafter the two Army Groups were to proceed towards 
Stalingrad and take the city. One Army Group would then drive into the Caucasus 
with the objective of capturing the Baku oil fields. 

The Russians had early awareness of ‘Blue’. A German plane had made a 
forced landing behind the Russian lines. One of its officers, Major Reichel, carried 
the complete battle-maps. The attack began on 28 June, and at first proceeded as 
planned. But the Germans had an initial surprise. The Russian Generals had 
learned their lessons from the Kessel battles of 1941 that had cost the Red Army 
nearly 4 million men taken prisoner. Everywhere operational retreat had replaced 
the former resistance and the Germans were only able to take a few prisoners. 

Gradually the attack ground to a halt. The Wehrmacht committed the fatal 
mistake of separating the two Army Groups, and attacking in the Caucasus before 
having secured their positions on the Volga. The Germans approached Stalingrad 
in August and started to penetrate the city in early September. At that time, the 
Russians had already developed the plan for their Uranus counteroffensive. During 
the following weeks, most of Stalingrad was taken. However, a small area of this 
city, a waterfront of nearly 50 kilometres length along the Volga River, remained in 
Russian hands. Skirmishes in Stalingrad turned into fierce house-to-house 
fighting. At times the Russians would occupy the ground floor of a building, the 
Germans would be on the second floor, and the Russians on the top floor. German 
survivors told Rees of their despair that they had not been trained for such fighting. 
They were no match for the Russians, who succeeded in developing an increasing 
number of very efficient snipers. German infantry arms were not suitable for hand- 
to-hand combat. Their stem hand-grenades took ten seconds before exploding. 
The Russians often succeeded in throwing them back into the German lines, where 
they then detonated. 

NKVD and Smersch presence was strong in the city. German prisoners-of-war 
were immediately interrogated and then summarily shot. A female Smersch officer, 
Zinaida Pytkina, appeared in Rees’ movie. She told how she conducted her interro- 
gation, and followed it by shooting the German officers who she had just ques- 
tioned. When asked how she, now an old woman, felt about her actions today, she 
replied that, at her present age, she would perhaps not do it. But it gave her total 
satisfaction at the time. She certainly had no regrets. 

The offensive in the Caucasus managed to cross the mountains, but could not 
make a sizeable advance on the plains. Hitler was furious when he heard that the 
mountain troops had wasted time in climbing the highest peak, the Elbrus, in 
order to plant a swastika banner on the summit. 

When the offensive in the Caucasus slowed down, Hitler decided to relieve 
Feldmarchall List from his command of Army Group A. On 9 September, he made 
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himself Direct Commander of the Army Group. An unprecedented, literally unbe- 
lievable hierarchy arose. As Commander in Chief of Army Group A, Hitler 
reported to the Commander in Chief of the Army, ie Hitler. The Commander in 
Chief of the Army reported to the Supreme Commander of Germany’s armed 
forces, ie Hitler. The Supreme Commander reported in turn to the Chancellor of 
the Reich and Head of Government, ie Hitler. Above the Chancellor was the posi- 
tion of the Fihrer, once again Adolf Hitler. Even the greatest genius could not 
handle such an accumulation of power, since a day consists of only 24 hours. Hitler 
was a lazy man and slept during part of every day. 

On 19 November, operation Uranus broke loose. Three days later the whole 
6th Army was encircled. On that day, Hitler had made one of his periodic retreats 
to the Berghof, his Bavarian residence at Berchtesgaden. He slept until midday, no 
one daring to wake him up. A similar situation would occur when the Allies landed 
on 6 June 1944, 

Uhle-Wettler wrote that “the final battle of 6th Army is, strictly speaking, of 
no interest to military history.”'” Indeed, after the Kessel was closed, there was no 
doubt about the end. The fate of 6th Army was sealed. 

When the Russian offensive began, 6th Army could still have broken out. But 
Hitler ordered it to become a Kessel, relying on Goring’s assertion that the Air Force 
could ensure its supply. Manstein launched a relief offensive, Wintergewitter. 
According to the plans, it was to be followed by a break-out of 6th Army, 
Donnerschlag, as soon as the distance between Army Group Don and 6th Army had 
been sufficiently reduced. Wintergewitter was undertaken with insufficient forces. 
It had to be broken off when Hoth’s 4th Army, which had progressed to a point 
some 50 kilometres from the Kessel, was in turn at risk of being encircled. 

For two months, the Kesse/ was kept secret from the German public, although 
rumours began to flow. The Wehrmacht communiqué of 24 November only 
mentioned that 


Southwest of Stalingrad, and in the large Don bend, the Soviets have 
succeeded, without any consideration of losses in troops and equipment, 
in creating a breach in the Front along the Don River. Counter-measures 
have already been initiated. In the bitter and alternating combats of the 
past two days, several hundred enemy vehicles have been destroyed. 


German and Romanian aircraft intervened, in spite of bad weather. In 


Stalingrad only local encounters. 

German communiqués were generally worded in a sober manner, but it was 
easy to read between the lines. “Alternating combats’ meant that the Germans had 
suffered a set-back. The secret daily OKW report of the same date was more to the 
point: 

The northern front of VII Corps has been pushed back by strong enemy 

forces, towards the hills of Ssadogoye. The VI Romanian Corps has been 

destroyed, its troops are in a state of dissolution. Reception posts have been 
established to help assembling the fleeing troops. Weakened German rear- 


12 Uhle-Wertler, p.274 


122 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


eas Front line January 10 
eee Front line January 12 
= Front line January 17 


German surrender in Stalingrad February 2 





Stalingrad, January—February 1943 


guards have retreated to the southern bank of the Yeshalouvsky sector, from 
Aksya to the West, after difficult defence actions.” 


Thereafter, the daily bulletins would only mention bitter fighting in the region 
of Stalingrad, and within the city. The whole truth was revealed in the communiqué 
of 16 January 1943: 

In the area of Stalingrad our troops, who for weeks have heroically resisted 

an enemy attacking from all sides, succeeded in beating back strong 

enemy attacks, conducted with infantry and tanks, and caused the enemy 

heavy losses. Command and troops have once more shown a shining 
example of German soldiers’ virtue. 


When a German communiqué included words like ‘heroic’, ‘shining exam- 
ple’, ‘exceptionally brave’, it was immediately clear that a catastrophe had 
occurred. 

The Kessel was gradually reduced. On 8 January 1943, Russian parliamentar- 
ians brought a formal request for surrender to 6th Army’s headquarters. It was 
turned down. Two days later, the final Red Army’s offensive Koltso began. The 
fighting came to an end on 2 February 1943. 
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German and Russian 
commanders at Stalingrad 


Feldmarschall Friedrich Paulus 


Fate turned Paulus into one of the most interesting and controversial of top 
German commanders. His final rank was Feldmarschall. However, his last two 
promotions did not follow the usual pattern, and occurred through the unusual 
circumstances at Stalingrad. Paulus was promoted to Generaloberst on 30 
November 1942, when his Army was already doomed. He was made a 
Feldmarschall on the eve of being taken prisoner, in the expectation that he 
would either die while fighting to the last bullet, or commit suicide. 

Paulus was born in 1890, the son of a minor official at a re-education home for 
juvenile delinquents. His intention was to enter the Imperial Navy but he was 
turned down because of his family background. After that refusal he entered 
university and studied law, but then applied for admission into the Army. The 
Army accepted him and he became an officer candidate in 1910. He was a good- 
looking man, of elegant appearance, except for a nervous ‘tic’ in his face that 
increased rapidly under the stress at Stalingrad. He had impeccable manners. In the 
Generalstab he was saddled with the nickname Fabius Cunctator, the delayer, 
because of his endless hesitations before finally coming to a decision. His private 
diary had his motto on its first page, a poem by an unknown author. 


If you feel that everything appears clear, 

Do not rest and continue to doubt. 

Doubt everything which appears beautiful and clear, 
Always ask yourself for what purpose. 

Never believe that anything is straightforward. 
Straight is not straight and twisted not twisted. 
If someone tells you a value is final, 

Ask him softly: How? 

Truth of today can be tomorrow’s lie. 

Follow the river down from its source. 

Never accept single steps of the path. 

Ask yourself always: Since when? 

Search for the reasons, connect them, and solve. 
Always dare to look behind words. 

If someone tells you, this is good or bad, 

Ask him quietly: Why? 


While this is not great poetry, no one will say that it is a bad motto. But is it the 
motto of a troop commander? Clausewitz had written: 


War is uncertainty. More than three-quarters of events, which prompt 
action during war, are buried in the fog of uncertainty. The common 
man, not to speak of weak and undecided characters, will only arrive by 
chance at the right solution, based on premises imagined in a closed 
room. But, if suddenly confronted with danger and responsibility, he 
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loses overview. If he has to rely on the views of others, a decision taken by 
him would not be his own, because in the solitude of his command no one 
is there to assist him. Therefore we are convinced that no man who lacks 
audacity can become a great commander. No one, who was not born with 
audacity, can grow into such a man." 


Paulus would always remain a perfect ‘number two’ man, but never became a 
commander in his own right. 

In 1912, Paulus married Elena Rosetti-Solescu, who belonged to the high 
Romanian aristocracy. Paulus then gained entry into the highest spheres of society. 
During the First World War he saw no troop service and was employed only in 
staff positions. He was accepted into the Reichswebr and served initially in the 
Grenzschutz Siid. His troop commands, in the Reichswebrand the Wehrmacht, were 
limited to short spans as commander of a company, and of a Panzer battalion. 

In 1922 he attended a course at the Truppenamt. His teacher, the future 
Generalleutnant Heim, later became his subordinate as one of 6th Army’s corps 
commanders. He gave Paulus a ‘doubtful’ performance evaluation: “Lack of deci- 
siveness in precarious situations” '° Generaloberst von Hammerstein-Equord was 
later more blunt: “He was a good worker at the Generalstab, but he lacked every 
element of independence. He should never have been given command of a large 
unit. 

He was accepted into the Generalstab, where he supported the modernisation 
of the Army, and pushed for the creation of Panzer divisions. In Poland, he became 
chief-of-staff of General von Reichenau’s 10th Army, and succeeded him when 
Reichenau took over 6th Army in the West. Reichenau and Paulus were an ideal 
team. 

Reichenau was ambitious, politically active and an enthusiastic sportsman. He 
spent hours every day on the tennis court, he was a keen rider, practised shot-putting, 
and jogged daily. During the Polish campaign he swam across a river at the head of 
one of his units. Such a man would always need a chief-of-staff who relieved him of 
the many routine chores, and Paulus was the ideal man for that task. After the battle 
of France, Paulus returned to the Generalstab as Oberquartiermeister 1. He drew up 
the final plan of attack against the Soviet Union, Barbarossa. An earlier plan had 
already been submitted, in July 1940, by General Marcks. 

In 1941, OKHhad become increasingly irritated with Rommel’s independent 
actions. On 25 April, Halder sent Paulus to North Africa, to “correct matters 
which had got out of hand”, On 23 April, Halder had noted in his diary: 


Things have finally to be cleared up in Africa. I have thought of flying 
down there myself, but after having carefully thought things over, decided 
against it. I can’t appear there as an investigator. If 1 go to North Africa, I 
must have command authority. Brauchitsch has reservations, and 
mentions difficulties with the Italian High Command. I know that this is 
only a pretext, but perhaps it would be preferable to send Generalleutant 
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Paulus. He is on friendly terms with Rommel, from former times, and 
may be in a position to use his personal influence to put an end to the 
initiatives of this lunatic.” 


Paulus remained in Africa for two and a half weeks. Rommel had never 
belonged to the Generalstab, and Paulus viewed him with condescension, feeling 
that he himself ‘might be a suitable replacement. In a report to Halder he wrote: 

“The situation in North Africa is unsatisfactory. By constantly disobeying orders, 
Rommel has created a situation where arrival of supplies is no longer assured. 
Rommel is simply not up to his command.”"* 

Others report Paulus as having said: “This Swabian pig-head acts as if no one 
can give him any order.” Ms Paulus is reported to have warned her husband: “Just 
keep your fingers out of this pie, do you want to end up by having them catch you 
down there?”"” At that time the Rommel legend was already blossoming, Rommel 
was increasingly praised in propaganda, therefore his ‘relief was out of the question. 

Paulus was then considered as a successor to Jodl at OKW. When List was 
dismissed from his command of Army Group A, Jodl had been sent on an inspec- 
tion to the Caucasus front. On his return, he told Hitler that he agreed with all the 
steps taken by List. Hitler lost his temper. Jodl was barred from attending the daily 
luncheons at Hitler’s headquarters, and Hitler decided to replace him at the earliest 
possible moment. 

On 1 December 1941 Reichenau succeeded Feldmarschall von Rundstedt as 
Commander in Chief of Army Group South. Paulus was given the command of 
6th Army, which at that time, with 330,000 men, was the strongest of the 
Wehrmacht. To Paulus’ later misfortune, his Army was the strongest unit during 
the destruction of the Russian forces at Charkov in spring 1942. Suddenly he was 
looked upon as a capable Army Commander in his own right. 

His appointment caused more than surprise. It was contrary to all established 
rules of seniority and was one more of Halder’s incomprehensible mistakes in the 
war against Russia. As Oberquartiermeister I, Paulus had been Halder’s direct and 
trusted subordinate. Paulus was only a Generalleutnant. All the corps commanders 
of 6th Army were senior to him in rank and had considerable experience of troop 
command. Therefore Paulus had to be quickly promoted to General der 
Panzertruppe. His promotion was backdated to 1 January 1942, in order to coin- 
cide with his appointment as Commander of 6th Army. 

To this day, apart from Halder’s caprice, no logical explanation has been 
found for his appointment. Since Paulus was considered to succeed Jodl as deputy 
head of OKW, Uhle-Wertler feels that some high command experience was a 
requirement for that promotion.” However, this is not borne out by history. 
Halder and Zeitzler had become Chiefs of the Generalstab without any previous 
notable troop commands. Jodl had reached his position at OKW, in 1938, in a 
similar manner. 
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Uhle-Wertler wrote that the appointment of Paulus recalls the Imperial court 
of Byzantium, where commanders were often chosen according to their popularity 
with the ruler.”’ But now the ‘emperor’ was not Justinian but Reichenau. A 
possible explanation of Paulus’ appointment was that the ambitious Reichenau 
wanted to continue commanding 6th Army directly, alongside with his Army 
Group. Reichenau is said to have favoured Paulus for the very reason that Paulus 
was not suitable for independent command. He himself would see to it that 
matters remained on course. His letter of congratulations to Paulus, on assumption 
of 6th Army’s Command, seems to confirm this. Reichenau wrote: “I cannot 
imagine the Army to be in better hands than yours. Perhaps one day?”” Reichenau 
died of a stroke on 17 January 1942, and Paulus was left on his own. 

OKH was aware of Paulus’ weaknesses and felt that he had to be assisted by 
an energetic chief-of-staff. On 20 June 1942, Generalmajor Arthur Schmidt 
was appointed. Von Bock was convinced that he would bring more firmness to 
6th Army.” Soon an increasingly grotesque situation arose. Paulus was 
Commander in Chief in name only, while being dominated by his more energetic 
and capable chief-of-staff. Doerr gives a description of the relationship between the 
two men: 


The relationship between the two was correct in form, but void of any 
human warmth. Paulus was intelligent, he had operative talent, he was a 
generous man, very sensitive and easily impressed, but simply not a strong 
personality. His chief-of-staff was a bachelor, of an aesthetic nature, 
clever, energetic, a thoroughly capable tactician, a man hard to the core, 
to the point of inflexibility. 

Both commanders might well have complemented each other, but 
Schmidt was the stronger man and dominated. There was no basic dishar- 
mony at the top. Nor did the different characters of the two men, and 
their formally correct relationship, have a negative influence on 6th 
Army’s Command. The fateful element that bound them together was 
something common to both. It was their belief in Hitler and their trust in 
him, which many shared. It did not permit them even to imagine that 
their supreme commander could lie to them, or make solemn promises 
that he knew could not be kept.” 


Absurd situations arose by the day. Schmidt could never stand fools, and held 
Adam in contempt. In his eyes, Adam was a mixture of Kommisskopf, a German 
military slang expression for ‘small-minded barracks brain”, and of Brieftrdger, 
another slang expression describing a man with the mind of a small village 
mailman.” Colonel Wilhelm Adam was adc to Paulus. Behind Paulus’ back, Adam 
turned to OKH. On a visit to Hitler’s temporary headquarters, at Vinnitsa in the 
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Ukraine, he asked for a ‘relief of Schmidt who constantly “lectured Paulus like a 
disobedient pupil, in the presence of his staff officers.”"* An energetic commander 
would have meted out a severe punishment to Adam and thereafter sent him to a 
minor post. Paulus only issued a mild reprimand. Paulus would rely on Adam, 
when he had to communicate unpleasant messages to subordinate commanders. 

His most experienced Panzer commander, General von Wietersheim, had 
warned him in September 1952 not to engage Panzer in the street fighting at 
Stalingrad. Paulus disagreed and felt that Wietersheim had simply lost his nerve. 
He ‘relieved’ him but did not have the courage to tell him so, face-to-face, and had 
Adam communicate his decision. When Wietersheim received Paulus’ letter, he 
shrugged and said to Adam: “It is not always easy to be an adjutant.””” Wietersheim 
had been Manstein’s predecessor as Oberquartiermeister 1. Adam would ‘pay 
Schmidt back’ in his post-war recollections and malign him as the man responsible 
for the plight of 6th Army. 

All this occurred before the Russian counter-offensive and the closure of the 
Kessel. But even at that stage, it was evident that Paulus was not the man to disobey 
an order by Hitler, unless totally covered by an unambiguous order issued by 
Manstein. 6th Army would have required an exceptionally strong and energetic 
commander. There is little doubt that a general such as Model would have broken 
out on his own initiative. He would have told Hitler, in his usual manner after such 
disobedience, that a new and unforeseen situation had arisen. Then he was sure to 
have handled it according to Hitler's wish. Even Reichenau, a commander far less 
independent and of smaller talent than Model, had defied an order, by Hitler, to 
stay put. That was in December 1941 when he had retreated across the Mius line. 

When Adam told Paulus how Reichenau would have acted, Paulus answered 
him in resignation: “I can imagine that the daredevil Reichenau would have broken 
out on 19 November. Then he'd tell Hitler, do with me whatever you like. But you 
know, Adam, I am not a Reichenau.”” 

On 30 January 1943, Paulus had sent his last message to Hitler: 


On the anniversary of your assumption of power, 6th Army salutes its 
Fithrer. The swastika banner still flies over Stalingrad. World history has 
shown that no sacrifice is in vain. May our fight serve as an example, to 
today’s and future generations, never to surrender in a hopeless situation. 
Then Germany will be victorious. Heil mein Fiihrer. Paulus, 


Generaloberst. 


One can be tempted to show contempt for the devotion of this message, but 
this would not be fair to Paulus. Other generals, who after the war described them- 
selves as bitter opponents to Hitler, had sent messages and issued orders of the day 
which were no less subservient. Hitler replied, 


My Generaloberst Paulus! Today the German people already look with 
deep emotion upon its heroes in this city. As always in world history, this 
sacrifice will not be in vain. The legacy of Clausewitz is confirmed. Only 
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now the German nation understands the total gravity of the fight and will 
be ready to make the highest sacrifice. My thoughts are with you and your 
men. Your Adolf Hitler.” 


On 31 January, Paulus was promoted to Feldmarschall and on the following 
day he surrendered to the Russians together with his staff. After the war a number 
of officers wrote that they had informed Paulus of his promotion. Adam wrote that 
he had woken Paulus up, informed him, and entered the promotion in Paulus’ 
service record book. Others had Schmidt as the message bearer. 

Rees talked to a battalion commander, Werner Hindenlang, who told him 
that he had received the radio message and been ordered to convey it to Paulus: 


I went over to his headquarters, reported to the general and told him that I 
had been informed by radio of his promotion. I congratulated him, and 
then added that we had to surrender next day, because the Russians had 
surrounded his headquarters and no further defence was possible. Then 
he said to me: ‘Hindenlang, now I am the youngest Feldmarschall of the 
German Army and I will become a prisoner-of-war.’ 

I was puzzled, since this was unexpected. He noticed my reaction and 
asked me: “Hindenlang, what is your opinion about suicide?’ I replied: 
Herr Generalfeldmarschall, | command a troop and have to stay at its head 
until the last moment. If necessary, | will follow it into a prison camp. But 
you have no longer any troops.’ He answered: ‘Hindenlang, I am a 
believing Christian and I reject any notion of suicide.’ | simply turned 
round and left.” 


Paulus had General Roske negotiate his personal surrender with the Russian 
general Laskin. He was first taken to the commander of the Russian 62nd Army, 
General Shumilov. Thereafter he saw Air Marshal Voronov who acted as represen- 
tative of the Soviet Supreme Command, and the commander of the ‘Don front,’ 
Colonel General Rokossovsky. 

Reports of his questioning differ, some are anecdotal. Many Russian officers 
were present and were eager to recount their story to the numerous American and 
British war correspondents who had been invited to the city, and in turn reported 
to their newspapers. The capture of a German Feldmarschall before the fighting 
had come to a close, was a unique event of the Second World War. The northern 
part of the Kesse/ under the Generaloberst resisted for two more days. The Russians 
expressed surprise that Paulus had stayed with his troops, since their own high 
commanders were usually flown out in similar situations. 

One account purports that Paulus made the Nazi salute, and said Heil Hitler, 
when brought before Shumilov and that the Russian General asked him to desist.” 
Adam recounts that Shumilov had treated both to a fine dinner, and had proposed 
a toast to the brave of both armies.” Another story had Shumilov asking Paulus 
about his rank, whereupon Paulus presented his service record book into which 
Adam had entered his promotion to Feldmarschall. 
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Beevor writes that Voronov had addressed Paulus as Herr Generaloberst where- 
upon Paulus interrupted him and said that he had been promoted to Feldmarschall. 
He added that under the circumstances he had not been able to obtain the shoulder 
straps of his new rank.*? Voronow and Rokossowsky exchanged amused smiles, 
since Shumilov had already informed them of Paulus’ new rank. After Paulus was 
brought into a generals’ prison camp, he immediately requested the German mili- 
tary attaché in Ankara to send him six pairs of a Feldmarschalls shoulder straps. It 
was a new uniform of the kind he had had tailor-made in Paris, his wife would 
provide the details.** On every photo taken in captivity, he would display the 
shoulder straps. However, the military attaché had omitted, perhaps out of malice, 
to send him Feldmarschall collar patches. 

The Russians were eager to forward this letter, since they wanted to display 
Paulus in Feldmarschall uniform on their photos. The two Russian Generals told 
Paulus that it was unworthy of a supreme commander, having been taken prisoner, 
to then have his troops continue fighting. He is reported to have replied that he had 
not been taken prisoner, but fallen into Russian hands ‘by surprise.’ Junior 
German officers to whom his words were reported, laughed bitterly when they 
heard the word ‘prisoner,’ since Paulus was immediately taken to a de-luxe 
sleeping-car while they had to march through snow and ice until they reached their 
prison camps. Lieutenant Joachim Stempel told Rees: 


This is simply laughable, ten minutes later the Feldmarschall was no 
longer with his troops. He sat in his sleeping-car, with clean sheets on his 
bed, and a clean tablecloth on his eating table, and was on his comfortable 


way to a generals’ camp near Moscow. 


Joachim Stempel was the son of Generalleutnant Stempel, who shot himself on 
15 January, when his division had been destroyed. Stempel had been present at his 
father’s last talk with Paulus. Paulus had told General Stempel: 


My proud 6th Army suffers an undeserved fate. You know what you have 
to do as a German General. All my staff and myself will defend our head- 
quarters with our last bullets and then we will blow ourselves up. I wish 
you all the best on your last path. 


When he heard of Paulus’ surrender, Joachim Stempel was very bitter: “I was 
simply disappointed and asked myself what the word of a high commander was 
nei Had my father suspected that Paulus would give himself up, he would still 

ive. 

The photographs of Paulus’ questioning by Rokossovsky and Voronov, which 
were published in the Soviet press, resulted in “one of the grotesque farces of the 
Stalinist era.” According to Beevor, General Telegin, Rokossovsky’s political 
commissar attended, but he was removed from the published photo because Stalin 
did not consider him important enough. Telegin was terrified, since it was stan- 
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dard Soviet practice to doctor photos, and remove people who had been declared 
‘enemies of the people.” Since nothing happened to Telegin, he felt that he was 
safe. However, he was to be arrested in 1948.*° 

Regardless of the variations in many accounts, the fact remains that Paulus’ 
surrender lacked any dignity. In his book, Freies Deutschland, the historian Bodo 
Scheurig wrote: 


Although Paulus had extolled the faith and devotion of 6th Army to the 
bitter end, in his many messages to higher levels, he did not choose death 
for himself. His surrender took place without formality. ‘Fighting unto 
death, which had been ordered unscrupulously from above, was only 
valid for the soldier at the front. A Command, which had at first chosen to 
obey, and then acted bereft of any dignity, chose an inglorious exit for 
itself. Far too often, the Command had made a mockery of actions that it 
had demanded from others, and thus lost what was left of its ‘face’.” 


Hitler reacted to the news of Paulus’ surrender with an outburst of uncon- 


trolled rage. The document that recorded his tirade is partly damaged: 


They have simply surrendered. Otherwise they would have formed a 
‘hedgehog’ and shot themselves with their last bullets ... | have no respect 
for a soldier who prefers to be taken prisoner ... The Russians will take 
them to the Lubyanka and Schmidt will sign everything requested from 
him. If one does not have the courage to do what one should, one will not 
be able to resist their pressure ... They will be taken immediately to 
Moscow and worked over by the GPU ... Schmidt is going to sign every- 
thing ... We have paid far too much attention to intellect and not enough 
to character ... How easy he has made it for himself ... My first doubts 
arose when he asked me what he should do. Why does he have to ask at 
all? So, in the future, whenever a fortress is under siege and is told to 
surrender, the Commander will ask what he has to do ... What hurts me 
most is that I have promoted him to Feldmarschall. There will be no more 
Feldmarschallks in this war. [The following day Kleist, Busch and Weichs 
were promoted to Feldmarschall| ... He will immediately talk on the 
radio, you will see. Seydlitz and Schmidt will both talk. They will lock 
them up in ‘the rat’s cave’, after two days they will have softened them up 
and they will immediately talk ...” 


The captured German Generals were treated in a wholly different manner 
from the other officers and soldiers. Marshal Rokossovsky wrote in his memoirs 
that the preferred treatment, which the Generals enjoyed, went to their heads. 
“They began to act like ‘big shots’, were impolite, and would continuously demand 
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new privileges. We had to remind them politely that they were prisoners, and to 
behave themselves accordingly.”*' 

Generalleutnant Sixt von Armin had a conversation in German with the 
British author Alexander Werth: “The Russian officers are correct, but the soldiers 
are thieves and rascals. (das sind Diebe, das sind Halunken. So eine Schweineret!) 
Impudent thieves! They stole all my things. Four suitcases, and they stole them all. 
What obscene behaviour (Schweinerei).”** General Heitz, who until the last day 
had threatened to shoot anyone who talked of surrender and was rewarded with a 
promotion to Generaloberst on the day on which Paulus was made a Feldmarschall, 
quietly gave himself up and had dinner with General Shumilov. After spending the 
night at Shumilov’s headquarters he joined his fellow Generals, with a number of 
suitcases in his car. He told his outraged comrades that he had intended to commit 
suicide but that his chief-of-staff had prevented him.” 

In his residence as a prisoner-of-war, Paulus had been given a comfortable house 
with a garden for himself. Paulus’ behaviour became increasingly weird. The Austrian 
communist emigrant, Ernst Fischer, after the war became the Austrian Communist 
Party’s chief ideologist. His aristocratic wife, Ruth von Mayenburg, wrote about a 
meeting with Paulus. Paulus had suddenly asked for her assistance in getting a riding- 
horse. Ruth von Mayenburg was outraged that he had not asked to visit a prisoner-of- 
war camp, even if he had only been shown a Potemkin type village.“ 

Before Stalingrad, the Russians had made strong efforts to woo German prisoners- 
of-war. Those who showed themselves amenable were sent to ‘anti-fascist’ ie Antifa 
schools that were controlled by NKVD officials. The schools were headed by General 
Melnikov, and by German Communist politicians who had emigrated to the USSR. 
East Germany’s future leader, Walter Ulbricht, was the most prominent. Until the 
Stalingrad surrender, the Red Army had taken only relatively few German prisoners. 
When the fighting at Stalingrad ended, they suddenly had more than 80,000 officers 
and soldiers, and 23 Generals. To pursue their efforts, the Russians needed an organi- 
sation. On 13-14 July 1943, they established the NKFD, Nationalkomitee Freies 
Deutschland, a National Committee for a Free Germany, at the prisoner-of-war camp 
at Krasnogorsk. Since they saw that the somewhat primitive Communist flavour of the 
NKFD would not attract senior officers, by the end of August a new body was estab- 
lished at Lunyovo, the BDO, Bund deutscher Offiziere, the League of German Officers, 
which admitted officers of all ranks. The BDO adopted a national German style and 
the black, white and red Imperial flag. 

Half of the Generals who were taken prisoner at Stalingrad joined the BDO. 
Some would succumb to Soviet propaganda, become Communist sympathisers 
and remain East Germany after the war. General Vinzenz Miiller, before 1933 a 
close associate of Schleicher, became deputy chief-of-staff of the NVA and deputy 
minister of defence of the GDR. General von Lenski, who prior to being sent to 
Stalingrad had been an assistant judge at one of the ‘Popular Courts’ ie 
Volksgerichtshof, would be rewarded with a candidate seat on the Eastern German 
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Politburo. General Bamler was later suspected of having been a Soviet agent since 
before the war. 

The much maligned General Arthur Schmidt behaved differently. When high 
ranking NKVD officers invited him into a luxury railway coach, and served him a 
sumptuous meal with caviar and champagne, he replied to their entreaties that he 
would behave in the manner which he expected from Russian Generals, who might 
find themselves in a similar situation. This was the end of the festival, Schmidt was 
immediately sent to the NKVD Lubyanka prison in Moscow. There he remained 
incarcerated until Adenauer’s visit to the USSR in 1955 which led to the liberation 
of the remaining German prisoners-of-war.” 

After 20 July, and the execution of Feldmarschallvon Witzleben and his fellow 
generals on the gallows, Paulus joined the BDO and became its president. At the 
Nuremberg trial he testified for the prosecution. Allied observers were shocked 
when he referred to his former comrades as ‘accused’. Jodl’s attorney cornered 
him, when he labelled the Barbarossa order as having been criminal, by forcing him 
to admit that he himself had drafted it. When Paulus entered the hall, Géring 
shouted: “Ask this dirty swine if he knows that he is a traitor.”*”” 

Keitel said to the American psychologist Dr Gustave Gilbert who talked with 
every accused at the end of each day of the proceedings: “Suddenly it occurred to 
me that if the plan of having Paulus succeed Jodl, he and not Jodl would be sitting 
on this bench.” Gilbert wrote that Paulus’ appearance in the court hall turned the 
place into a madhouse, and that the other accused among the military joined 
Géring in his invectives. However, Fritzsche, Neurath, Seiss-Inquart, Schacht and 
Funk told him that they simply felt pity for him.“ Some German spectators 
expressed outrage when Paulus, after being asked about the health of his soldiers 
who had been taken prisoner, replied: “Tell the mothers that their sons are fine”. 
Only 5,000 of the more than 80,000 German prisoners-of-war returned alive. 

After his release from captivity, Paulus settled in East Germany. His wife had 
refused a party request to divorce him. After 20 July 1944 she was arrested, sent to 
the Dachau concentration camp and freed by the Americans. After her last 
encounter with her husband, prior to the closure of the Kessel, she never saw him 
again. Paulus lived out his life in luxurious conditions at Dresden. He gave lectures 
at the war academy of the NVA. In official East German documents he was never 
mentioned by his name but only as ‘the object’ or ‘the object Terrasse.’ He never 
returned to West Germany but was allowed to receive regular visits by his son and 
other close relatives and was provided with Western newspapers and magazines. 
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He died of a brain tumour in 1957. The authorities permitted his burial in his 
family grave in West Germany. 

Many aspects of his personality still remain unknown. A number of his 
personal papers have been assembled by Walter Gérlitz. The book came in for crit- 
icism, because of its arbitrary selections of documents. They were also altered by 
splitting one document into separate sections, and appearing in different parts of 
the book with the purpose of rendering credence to the author’s opinions. A 
serious biography of him remains to be written. 


General Walter von Seydlitz-Kurzbach 


General von Seydlitz was a direct descendant of the famous cavalry commander of 
Frederick the Great. His ancestor had risen to fame in history, when he three times 
disobeyed a direct attack order from Frederick during the battle against the 
Russians at Zorndorf in 1757. The third time, the king told him that his disobedi- 
ence would cost him his head and received the reply: “After the battle, Your 
Majesty. While the battle still proceeds, I need my head to serve Your Majesty.” 
Seydlitz attacked later, at the moment of his choice, and won a decisive battle. The 
king congratulated him. His descendant commanded 6th Army’s LI Corps. A few 
months earlier, Seydlitz had taken part in the relief of the Demyansk Kessel, which 
was smaller in size than Stalingrad. He was awarded the Oak Leaves and was 
regarded as Paulus’ outstanding Corps Commander. 

On the day of the closure of the Kessel, 6th Army’s headquarters were outside 
the area. On 22 November, Hitler ordered Paulus to immediately transfer them 
inside. On 23 November, Paulus sent an urgent message to Hitler: 


Mein Fiihrer| Since receiving your message on the evening of 22 
November, things have started to happen at a rapidly increasing pace. 
Although the Kessel is not yet entirely closed in the West and the South- 
west, new enemy breakthroughs are expected. Ammunition and fuel are 
coming to an end. Many artillery batteries and anti-tank guns are no 
longer performing. Possible arrival of sufficient relief must be excluded. 

The Army faces certain annihilation, unless all available forces are 
concentrated on an attack against the enemy, advancing in the south and 
the west. This requires an immediate withdrawal of all divisions from 
Stalingrad and the northern front, to permit a breakthrough towards the 
Southwest, since the northern and eastern parts of the front are no longer 
defensible. 

I remain solely responsible for this most serious report, but I must 
add that my corps commanders, Generals Heitz, Strecker, Hube, von 
Seydlitz, and Jaenecke share my opinion. I request once more your 
permission to act according to my judgement.” 


On the same day Generaloberst von Weichs, commander in chief of Army 
Group B to which 6th Army was subordinated, sent a lengthy message to OKH, 
which began with the sentence: 
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Not withstanding the difficulty of reaching a decision of such far-reaching 
consequences, I feel bound to report that I consider the request of General 
Paulus to withdraw 6th Army to be justified ... If parts of 6th Army can 
= arias its units will be indispensable for building up new defence posi- 

. While I am aware that my suggestion will lead to heavy losses, 
sendcdaty| in equipment, these will however be even heavier if the inevi- 
table destruction of 6th Army occurs.” 


Hitler sent a short reply that the Army had to stay put in the Kesse/, that relief 
by air would be forthcoming, and that he had faith in the brave soldiers of 6th 
Army and their commanders. 

On 25 November, General von Seydlitz dictated a lengthy memorandum to 
his chief-of-staff, Colonel Clausius, to be forwarded to Paulus. It ended with the 


following sentences: 


If OKH will not immediate cancel its order to remain within the Kessel, 
our conscience towards the Army, and the German people, dictates us to 
take liberty of action in our own hands, and to use all remaining possibili- 
ties to avoid the catastrophe, by breaking out. The total annihilation of 
200,000 men and all their equipment is at stake. There is no other choice. 


Schmidt transmitted the memorandum to Army Group Don with the hand- 
written comment: “We don’t have to rack the brains of the Fihrer, and General 
von Seydlitz does not have to rack the brains of the OB.” (OB-Oberbefehishaber 
was the official German military term for commanders-in-chief of Armies and 
Army Groups. A corps commander was a Kommandierender General, a division 
commander a Kommandeur). 


Stahlberg recalls that Manstein was outraged at Seydlitz’ initiative: 


Seydlitz’ memorandum had not passed my desk. Apparently Manstein 
had received it from his chief-of-staff, General Schulz. The door leading 
from my room to his was always open and I heard him breaking into loud 
shouts. I went into his room and asked him if I could do anything for him. 
He looked at me and said, in a state of great agitation: “General von 
Seydlitz has written a memorandum of which I totally disapprove. It is 
simply incredible that Seydlitz dares to meddle in such matters as this.’ 

I returned to my room to prepare the situation map. When I returned 
to Manstein with my report, I saw that the memorandum was on his desk. 
l asked him if I could read it. Manstein was still agitated and replied with a 
curt ‘No’. This was the first time that the Feldmarschall would not show 
me a document that had been communicated to him. I first read it after 
the war.” 


Why such outrage? Was a corps commander suddenly a roly-poly? What does 
Manstein mean by ‘meddling’? Had Manstein, while a junior officer at the 
Generalstab, not constantly meddled in others’ departments? Had Manstein, who 
was well versed in German military history and tradition, suddenly forgotten the 
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famous dictum by Prince Friedrich-Karl of Prussia: “Sir, His Majesty has made you 
a staff officer in order to have you know when you don’t have to obey.” King 
Friedrich-Wilhelm I of Prussia had said that “a Prussian officer owes obedience 
unless it infringes upon his honour.” 

Seydlitz’ action followed the best Prussian tradition, a tradition that Manstein 
knew only too well since he once had to personally experience the consequences of its 
breach. In 1924 he had complained about the quality of a service apartment allotted 
to him in Berlin. Generaloberstvon Seeckt, a strong believer in the traditional dictum 
that Generalstab officers have to remain nameless (Generalstabsoffiziere haben keinen 
Namen) was outraged and simply struck Manstein from the list of officers who 
received the customary two years’ backdating of their rank on being accepted in the 
Generalstab. Manstein had to wait thirteen years before the two years were retroac- 
tively credited to him. Manstein would have been well advised to give Seydlitz’ 
memorandum careful consideration. Seydlitz had personal Kessel experience that 
Manstein lacked. Conceivably a careful review of Seydlitz’ arguments could have 
led Manstein to depart earlier from his first optimistic view of the situation. 

However, two days later, Seydlitz would show that he could pass the responsi- 
bility on to his commander, but that he was not prepared to act himself. Paulus had 
told him that he expected to be relieved, and since Seydlitz was persona grata with 
Hitler, he could be expected to receive command of 6th Army. Would he then act 
on his own? Seydlitz remained silent for some minutes and replied: “No, I would 
have to obey.”” 

On 26 November, a special order from Hitler arrived, giving Seydlitz 
command of the northern and eastern sectors of the Kesse/, with direct reporting to 
Hitler. Paulus said to Seydlitz, “Now you are free to act as you choose.” Seydlitz 
issued an order to his troops: “Not a single step backwards! Whatever is lost must 
be immediately recaptured. Relief is on the way, supply by air has begun. All divi- 
sions have to hold their positions to their last bullet.” 

When Stalingrad surrendered, the Russians looked at Seydlitz as their prize 
capture. He was the bearer of a name surrounded by generations of fame, and the 
Russians had obtained knowledge of his memorandum. After consultations with 
Generals Lattmann and Dr Korfes, the NKVD general Melnikov approached 
Seydlitz. He asked him to assume the presidency of the NKFD and the BDO. 
Generalmajor Lattmann had commanded 14th Panzer division at Stalingrad. Until 
his capture he had been an enthusiastic National-Socialist, thereafter he underwent 
a change. 

Dr Korfes can be described as an unimportant ‘random general’. From 1920 
to 1936 he was the head of the German military archives. In 1937 additional offi- 
cers were rapidly needed and Dr Korfes was given a Major’s commission with back- 
dating to 1935. He was the brother-in-law of Colonel Mertz von Quirnheim, one 
of the leading figures during the attempted coup on 20 July 1944. After the war, 
both Lattmann and Dr Korfes remained in the GDR and obtained senior NVA 
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commands. Seydlitz agreed to Melnikov’s proposal.” The politically naive Seydlitz 
was obviously no match for an experienced NKVD general like Melnikov. Seydlitz 
asked Melnikov what was expected from him and received the reply that the BDO 
could become a useful instrument for the termination of the war across the front 
lines. 

Sedlitz wrote in his memoirs that Melnikow gave him assurances, “upon direct 
instructions of the Soviet government”: 


Should the BDO succeed in convincing the Wehrmacht High Command 
to spearhead an action against Hitler, which would end the war before the 
Red Army penetrates into Germany, the Soviet Union would support a 
peace settlement that would leave Germany with its 1937 borders. The 
Soviet Union will likewise allow Germany to maintain a Wehrmacht. Our 
only condition is the establishment of a civil-democratic government that 
would conclude pacts of mutual friendship with the East. You will be able 
to talk to German troops by loud-speaker and enlighten them about your 
objectives. You may likewise write letters to German commanders, we 
have reliable ways to make them reach their addressees. You can thus 
make a valuable contribution to an overthrow of Hitler and an ending of 
the war in good time. The Soviet Union will give you every support. 

When I voiced carefully worded doubts about the honesty of the 
Soviet assurances, Melnikov referred to the good relationship in the past 
between the Red Army and the Reichswehr in Seeckt’s time. 


Seydlitz wrote to Generals Model, Mattenklott and Lieb. Generalleutnant 
Edler von Daniels wrote to Manstein, and many more letters were sent. Messages 
from the BDO were transmitted by loud-speakers. The letters remained unan- 
swered and the appeals fell on deaf ears. The German Front Commanders 
continued to live in the illusion of a successful defence of the fatherland. However, 
at the Fithrerhauptquartier the increasingly unfavourable war situation caused fear 
that the BDO appeals might receive attention. Schmundt wrote the ‘declaration of 
loyalty’, the Treuegelébnis, in which Seydlitz was showered with the worst terms of 
Nazi propaganda. The declaration was signed by all Feldmarschalls in the East and, 
not surprisingly, presented to Hitler by Rundstedc. 

Worries also arose at OKH. 

After 20 July 1944 Guderian wrote an appeal, distributed as a circular to the 
troops. It contained the most obscene expressions ever used by a chief of the 
German Generalstab: 


The leaders of the committee are emigrated Jews and Communists like 
Wolf, Weinert, Pieck and Hérnle. All of them are swine (Schweinehunde). 
They have been joined by the former German General von Seydlitz, who 
deserted in cowardly fashion after Stalingrad, and went over to the 
Bolsheviks. The other members of the committee are a handful of deserters. 
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Some prisoners-of-war have been turned around by Soviet propaganda. 
The committee is just a bunch of traitors who carry no weight ... Men like 
Stauffenberg have come from the NKFD. There is no room for traitors and 
deserters in the Wehrmacht, no soldier of honour will lend them his ear. 
They belong to the gallows and will be hanged like all the accomplices in 
the plot against our Fiihrer. We remain loyal to our oath and will continue 
to fight for our Fithrer, our people and our fatherland.” 


Likewise, the appeals did not remain unheard in the military ‘resistance’ 
movement. In a post-war affidavit under oath, Ms Korfes wrote about a talk with 
her brother, Colonel Mertz von Quirnheim on 25 June 1944. Her brother told her 
that he was well informed of the activities of the NKFD. He agreed with 
Stauffenberg, that they were a useful instrument in the attempt to save Germany 
from a catastrophe.“ 

General Réhricht had been a close associate of Schleicher in the early 1930s. 
At that time he was a major. He recalls in his memoirs a conversation on 20 
January 1944. It was with Tresckow, when the latter tried in vain to gain his active 
participation in the ‘resistance’ movement. Tresckow told him: “The victor will be 
Russia, with some help from the Allies. All the talk from across the Atlantic Ocean 
is simply mist and waffle. What remains is a field of ruins from the Danube to the 
Biscay. What else can we do but to seek an alliance with the other side while there 
still is time?” Réhricht questioned: “In other terms, an alliance with the Soviet?” 
Tresckow said: “If an exemplary officer like Seydlitz, a nobleman without fear nor 
blemish, has chosen this path, it should be possible for us to join and to save what 
can still be saved.” Réhricht then asked him:” Is this a vague hope or do you have 
something substantial at hand?” Tresckow replied: “Not yet, but we will find a 
way. 

Réhricht was an opponent of national-socialism, but he viewed an attempted 
coup as being hopeless. His foster son, Major Hans-Ulrich von Oertzen was an 
active participant in the coup attempt, and blew himself up with two hand- 
grenades when he was about to be arrested. Tresckow’s remarks about the Allies 
must be seen against his disappointment that the ‘resistance’ movement never 
found an echo with the Western Allies. 

After Paulus joined the BDO, Seydlitz’s star gradually waned, at times in a 
petty manner. Both Paulus and himself were in need of dental treatment. Paulus 
was fitted with a golden crown. Seydlitz had to be content with crown of steel. The 
NKFD and the BDO had been dissolved after the German surrender in 1945. In 
May 1950, unpleasant incidents occurred between Seydlitz and Paulus. Even a 
year before, Seydlitz had refused to send Stalin a letter of congratulations on his 
70th birthday. On 20 May 1950 Paulus was requested to send a letter of thanks to 
Stalin for the good treatment of German prisoners-of-war. Seydlitz told Paulus 
that he simply could not do this. Paulus could thank Stalin for his own treatment 
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Brooke could not resist asking him if he had found this kind of conversation useful 
in contacts with the British troops.” 

During the battle, language problems would at times create havoc. On 21 May 
1940, General Sir Edmund Ironside, British chief of the general staff, requested a 
joint British French counter-attack. The French interpreter at Blanchard Ist Army 
translated ‘on’ with ‘as of (@ partir de). The French Corps under General Altmayer 
that was to lead the French attack was not yet ready for action on 21 May. The 
British attacked alone and were easily beaten back. On that day, General Altmayer 
joined the French generals, who wept. The liaison officer of 1st Army to the BEF, 
Major Vautrin, recalls: “General Altmayer looked tired and depressed. He sat on 
my campbed and wept silently. He told me that we have to look at things how they 
are and that his troops were finished.”™ 

When the Soviet Union attacked Finland in December 1939, Gamelin 
suddenly advanced ideas which bordered on insanity. He would not consider 
attacking Germany with whom France was at war, but he advocated taking action 
against the Soviet Union. At first, he wanted to send a French expeditionary force 
to Finland, but quickly retreated from that idea “because our troops were not 
equipped to withstand the Scandinavian winter.” Then, encouraged by General 
Weygand, who had been called back from retirement and appointed commander 
in chief in Syria and the Lebanon, he dreamt of launching air raids against Baku. 
Weygand had written him on 29 January 1940: “One has to break the back (casser 
les reins) of the Soviet Union, in Finland, but also elsewhere.” “'A. P. Herbert wrote 
a satire: “Baku, or the Map game.’ 


It’s jolly to look at the map 

And finish the foe in a day. 

It’s not easy to get at the chap; 

These neutrals are so in the way. 

But if you say “What would you do, 
To fill the aggressor with gloom?’ 
Well we might drop a bomb on Baku 


Or what about bombs on Batum? “ 


Fortunately, for the later course of the war, the armistice between Russia and 
Finland put an end to those delusions. 

At home, life was unruffled by the war. During the first days, people would 
carry their gas-masks in the streets. Every time a German plane crossed the French 
border, alarm was sounded down to Paris and people ran for the shelters. When it 
became clear that nothing happened, the alarms were discontinued and the gas- 
masks put back into the closets. Theatres and movies played to sold-out audiences. 
Food rationing was introduced to a small extent during the winter, but the better 
restaurants paid no attention to it. 

Until the very last days, no real fear arose in Paris. The flow of refugees which 
had set in from Belgium and Northern France was diverted from the centre of the 
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city and was not observed in the wealthy neighbourhoods. Paris fell on Friday, 14 
June. On the preceding Sunday the café terraces on the Champs Elysées were full of 
people, even though the echo of artillery fire was already audible. 24 hours later 
panic suddenly set in. The city was covered by dense black fog after the petrol 
reserves had been blown up. Rumours started to fly and the word spread that 
Russia had declared war on Germany. In 24 hours the city was emptied of its popu- 
lation. 

I had obtained my commission a few days earlier and searched for my 
commander, only to learn of his assignment elsewhere, and then found that all the 
officers had already fled. Together with a few comrades, I had decided to leave Paris 
on my own after the capital had been declared an open city during the night of 
Tuesday to Wednesday. We decided to take a last look at the Place de l’'Opéra 
before leaving the city on foot, hoping to find some transport on the way. The 
square was entirely deserted, not a car, not a single person was in sight. A café was 
open and while we had a cup of coffee, a poster with a swastika and an inscription 
in German with the words ‘German is spoken here’ (Man spricht Deutsch) was fixed 
to the window. Apparently there was better preparation for the Germans than for 
the war. 

During the spring of 1940, warnings about an impending German attack 
began to multiply. In March 1940, Pierre Taittinger headed a parliamentary dele- 
gation on a visit to Sedan and was shocked by the defences, ‘in embryo’. In his 
report, he wrote that he trembled at the thought that a German attack might occur 
there. In his contempt for parliament, General Huntziger paid no attention and 
declared that he saw no reason to strengthen the Sedan sector.® Since Gamelin was 
always eager not to incur politicians’ displeasure, he made a one day trip to Sedan. 
He felt that no measures were required, but to please the Taittinger delegation, he 
dispatched one additional battalion to Sedan.“ One week before the Germans 
attacked, Hunwziger gave orders to pull down part of the defences around the city. 

When questioned by Jacomet, the chief comptroller of the Army, if the 
Taittinger report had caused him to expect an attack against his army, Huntziger 
replied: “Certainly not, the Germans are dead afraid of attacking”.° On 9 May, 
General Colson wrote that there was no reason to recall soldiers on leave, since no 
action could be expected on the following day.® General Billotte told Spears that 
an attack could not occur before 1941. On the same day, Huntziger addressed his 
staff officers: “The German preparations which you have observed are only an exer- 
cise. The Germans are not crazy enough to take the additional risk of facing 27 
Belgian divisions.”®” 

Two written warnings from an agent of the essa Bureau in Switzerland 
were simply ignored. The first message from 1 May read: “The Germans will attack 
on the whole front between 8 May and 10 May. The Netherlands, Belgium, and 
the Sedan sector will be overrun in ten days and all of France will be defeated in one 


63 Pagaa: p.175 

64 Beaufre, p. 203 

65 J.Williams, The Ides of May-The Defeat of France May-June 1940, London 1968, p. 
137 

66 Fonvieille, p. 357 

67 Frieser, p. 247 








100 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


month.” A second message arrived on 9 May: “Attack begins tomorrow, 10 May.” 
Goutard wrote that on 10 May 1940, the French Army had become a soulless 
body, a house of cards, which collapsed at the first blow.” 


The German attack 


On 10 May, at daybreak, the Wehrmacht attacked in full strength through the 
Netherlands and Belgium. The Dutch and the Belgian Armies were not under 
Gamelin’s command, thus additional confusion arose even on the first day. 
Gamelin issued an order of the day: “The attack which we had expected since 
October, has begun today. Germany has engaged us in a life or death struggle. 
France and her Allies have now one duty: “Courage, energy and confidence’. As 
Marshal Pétain said at Verdun: We will get them. On /es aura. ” 

On the first day, Corap’s 9th Army suffered the brunt of the German 
onslaught and simply evaporated, with many of its officers abandoning their 
troops and driving away in private cars. Its units dissolved, and soldiers ran back in 
smaller groups in the direction of Paris. Corap was immediately dismissed and 
General Giraud, whose 7th Army had been beaten in the Breda area, succeeded 
him. 

When Giraud arrived at his new headquarters, the Germans were already there 
and he was taken prisoner. By 13 May, the Germans had already reached the 
Meuse at Sedan, and for all practical purposes the campaign was over. When 
Huntziger heard that small advance units had crossed the Meuse and established 
the first bridgehead, his first reaction was: “Fine, this will mean more prisoners-of- 
war.” The next day his 2nd Army was in turn destroyed. 

No army consists of good divisions only, but common sense demands the 
spread of weaker divisions over as many corps as possible. The French high 
command had concentrated their bulk in 2nd and 9th Armies, and they were to 
defend the sector that the Germans had chosen for their Schwerpunkt. General 
Huntziger became the head of the French delegation which signed the armistice 
with Germany and Italy. Thereafter, he became minister for war in Pétain’s 
government and made frantic efforts to destroy all compromising papers about his 
statements prior to the German attack, but a sufficient number were recovered. 

At first, neither Gamelin nor Georges, who had recovered from his first shock 
after hearing about the German breakthrough, failed to realise the gravity of the 
situation. Georges reported that a serious but small setback, un sérieux pépin, had 
taken place, and Gamelin felt that it was only a local interruption. On 15 May, 
Gamelin panicked. 

Since he did not know in which direction the Germans would advance, he told 
Daladier, over the phone, that he had no additional troops available between Laon 
and Paris and that the Germans could be in Paris on the following day. In his 
shock, Daladier felt at first that he had misheard and said to Gamelin: “What I just 
heard would mean the end of the French army!” Gamelin replied that the French 
Army was indeed finished. On 16 May, Churchill flew to Paris. He asked Gamelin 
where he had placed his strategic reserve. When Gamelin replied that there was 
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none, Churchill was flabbergasted, to the point that he repeated his question in 
French and received the same reply, ‘aucune’ .”° 

On 19 May, Gamelin was dismissed and General Weygand was appointed 
commander in chief. On the day before, Doumenc had urged Gamelin to finally 
pay a visit to Georges. After some hesitation, Gamelin agreed. He went into Geor- 
ges’ office, left him a note, and told him to read it after he left. In typical manner, 
the note began: “Without desiring to interfere in a battle, which is the responsi- 
bility of General Georges, I offer the following opinions ... ” Gamelin suggested an 
attack from North and South against the German forces which had broken 
through, and finished his note with the sentence: “Action must begin the next few 
hours.” Le tout est une question d heures. 

Conceivably this was the only sensible directive issued by Gamelin during the 
war, since the operation suggested by him hinged upon a few hours. If the attack 
could have succeeded is somewhat doubtful, but it had at least to be attempted. 
Napoleon had written that the two elements of strategy were space and time. Lost 
space could be retaken, but the worst possible scenario was waste of time, because 
lost time could never be regained. Weygand wasted much time. At first he did 
nothing and after four days he issued an order which differed from Gamelin’s note 
only in words, not in content. But four days had been wasted. 

The call for Pétain as deputy prime minister and Weygand as new commander 
in chief was a return to the age old French tradition in times of national danger, to 
call upon the glorious ancestors, /es grands ancétres. Pétain was the victor of 
Verdun. Weygand was Foch’s right hand and Georges Mandel had been 
Clemenceau’s close associate in 1918. The appointments were made, but not 
without incident, as little sympathy was lost between /a maison Foch and la maison 
Pétain. Reynaud had to soothe Pétain’s anger at his call of Weygand. Pétain said to 
him:”Weygand! I can’t stand him”. Pétain had not forgotten that in 1919, during 
the ceremony awarding him his Marshal baton, Weygand had audibly said to 
Foch: “We have brought him here with a kick in the “arse”! Dire qu'on la amené ici 
a coups de pieds dans le cul. Mandel exploded when Pétain told him that if commu- 
nications were bad, one had to revert to carrier pigeons. 

Weygand was not more qualified for his command than Gamelin had been. 
De Gaulle held the opinion ‘even less’, although he viewed him as the stronger 
personality of the two.”' Weygand was already aged 73. Since his appointment as 
Foch’s chief-of-staff, in November 1914, he had never held a troop command. 
Spears wrote that the difference between a commander and a staff officer was like 
the difference between a rider at a Grand Prix and a photographer who takes his 
picture.”” Weygand arrived by plane from Beirut in the early morning hours of 19 
May. On landing he said that he was tired and needed some sleep. He slept until 
late afternoon, and spent the rest of the day calling upon ministers and parliamen- 
tarians. 

During the next three days he went from one part of the front to another with 
whatever means were at his disposal, to inform himself of a situation that required 
no additional information. He wanted to meet the top Allied Commanders in 
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person, but found none except Billotte. Due to a partial breakdown of communi- 
cations, he was informed only after his return to Paris, one day later, that Billotte 
had died in a car accident immediately after taking leave of him. 

For a few days, Army Group North, in which the better French troops were 
concentrated, had no commander in chief, then Blanchard was named its 
commander. Spears recalled that a major Fauvelle, an officer on Blanchard’s staff, 
when reporting on the change in command, told him: “We have staff without a 
commander, and a commander without a staff.””? Blanchard had not yet taken 
over Billotte’s staff, and his own staff had been reduced. Spears told Churchill that 
he had never met Blanchard. He had however been told that Blanchard was a “very 
charming, rather shy man, typical of the military professor type, more at home in a 
lecture hall than on a battlefield”.”* 

Spears wrote that Billotte, whom he had known in the First World War, “then 
appeared as a big, cheerful, if not particularly intelligent man. Now he seemed to 
have aged greatly. He had the appearance of one whose vitality had evaporated in 
over-heated offices. He looked very soft, worried, a great big flat-footed man.”” 
The French historian Marc Bloch served as captain on Blanchard’s staff and was 
murdered in 1944 by the Gestapo. He wrote in his book, published after the war, 
that on 26 May he had overheard a conversation between Blanchard and one of his 
corps commanders. The latter said to Blanchard: “General, do whatever you like, 
but at least do something”. Blanchard replied, “I can see two total surrenders 
looming.””® Spears wrote that Weygand’s main preoccupation at their meetings 
was to loudly blame the British for the disaster.” 

While it is true that the British gave preference to their own interests when the 
catastrophe was clear, they could certainly not be blamed. They had trusted the 
French high command and had subordinated themselves to it. When the inca- 
pacity of the French generals became apparent, and the French troops increasingly 
unreliable, they had to save as many of their own troops for a defence of the British 
Isles. However, they still succeeded in evacuating 123,000 French soldiers from 
Dunkirk. 

For some days the French public remained ignorant of what had occurred. 
The first communiqués mentioned the German breakthrough at Sedan as a minor 
bulge, une bréche, which our troops were in the progress of sealing off, colmater. 
Since someone had to be found guilty, Reynaud, in a speech to the nation, tore 
General Corap to shreds. Corap was looked upon by the public as having been a 
member of the ‘fifth column’. Reynaud had accused him of having neglected to 
blow up the Meuse bridges. This turned out to be false and Corap was later rehabil- 
itated. On 16 May, the Paris daily L Epoque published a lead story: 


The enemy has not succeeded in breaking through our front line. He has 
been halted in the area of Sedan-Mézitres. He has thrown wave after 
wave, divisions after divisions into our blast furnaces. Our valleys, our 


fields, our roads are covered with his bodies. We have to claim, repeat and 
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shout to heaven, as at Verdun, the enemy has attempted to break through 
and he has failed. 


When the Germans reached the Channel coast on 20 May and captured 
Abbeville and Amiens, there was an awakening. Amiens had a connotation of 
doom from World War I. In March 1918, the Germans had closed in on Amiens. 
The British and French high commands had been in confused disagreement about 
the necessity of holding the town. Foch, who held no active command, and as chief 
of the General Staff was basically only a military adviser to the government, had 
vociferously claimed that Amiens had to be held at all costs, and he was appointed 
commander in chief of the Allied forces. 

A hastily convened service at Nétre Dame Cathedral was not free of the 
comical. The anti-clerical ministers had never attended a church service and did 
not know when to kneel and when to make the sign of the cross. Weygand had left 
Paris with the government. Since there was nothing left for him to command, his 
main activities centred around increasingly vociferous discussions with Paul 
Reynaud about the alternatives of capitulating, or approaching the Germans for an 
armistice. Weygand had established his new headquarters in a castle at Briare in 
central France. There was only one telephone and it did not function between 
noon and 2 pm, because the lady operator took time out for lunch. Spears recalled 
with some amusement that he observed an increasingly agitated Weygand in a tele- 
phone booth, desperately trying to obtain a communication.” It was a fitting 
epilogue to the failure of the French command. 


Wehrmacht operations in France 


Since the participation of Manstein’s corps during the battle was relatively insignif- 
icant, this chapter could end here. However, Manstein’s plan became the decisive 
factor in German victory, even after his relief, and it is necessary to outline how it 
worked during the battle. Manstein’s plan owed its success to the incompetence of 
the French command, and to the daring of the German Panzer Generals. They 
pushed their freedom of action in the field, a traditional feature of German military 
doctrine, to the utmost limit. Most of the senior German generals, with the excep- 
tion of Halder, continued to have a sceptical view of Manstein’s idea. They issued 
orders during the battle that may well have led to failure. German generals were not 
less conservative in their thoughts than their French counterparts, and remained 
captives of the logic that had been taught to them during their service at the 
Generalstab. 

The element of genius in Manstein’s plan was its contradiction of traditional 
logic. It was basically illogical. Manstein was no gambler, he was a Generalstab 
officer of unrivalled competence. However, he was the only German general who 
understood what his seniors were unable to comprehend. Manstein, like all 
German generals, felt that the French Army was stronger than the Wehrmacht. He 
understood immediately that the only chance of vanquishing an enemy who was 
purported to be stronger, consisted in finding an ‘Achilles’ heel’ ie a vulnerable 
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point, and concentrating everything on an attack there, even at the risk of va- 
banque. 

His calculations were proved entirely right. The German generals could not 
believe their eyes, when they saw that the French Army was sending its strongest 
units into Belgium. Orders were immediately issued to the Luftwaffe not to inter- 
fere. When von Bock heard of the breakthrough at Sedan on 13 May, he wrote in 
his diary: “The Frenchman has apparently taken leave of his senses. He could have 
prevented this and ought to have prevented it.””” One can only prevent matters 
which one recognises, and the French simply had not recognised them. 

On 13 May, after the Germans had already broken through at Sedan, Gamelin 
wrote a situation report that ended with the sentence: “It is still impossible to deter- 
mine the Schwerpunkt of the German attack.” General Koeltz, chief of the opera- 
tions department at Gamelin’s headquarters, added in handwriting: “Overall 
impression very good.” Frieser attempts to solve the riddle of the absurd French 
views, and believes that it can be explained in four different phases: 


1. Apparent confirmation of the French expectations: The first reports that reached 
Gamelin could give the distinct impression that the German Schwerpunkt was in 
northern Belgium. In reality, such reports sounded too good to be true. The 
Germans simply did their best to play the part attributed to them in Gamelin’s 
script. Perhaps they were even excessive. Colonel Villelume, Reynaud’s adc, asked 
Gamelin if there was not a trap, and why had the Luftwaffe not attacked the Allied 
troops? The best reply Gamelin could find was, “They are probably busy elsewhere.” 


2. First doubts: An increasing number of German Panzer columns suddenly 
appeared in the Ardennes. Since this did not fit the prefabricated picture, they were 
either ignored or dismissed with irony. Reports from a reconnaissance plane, that it 
had noticed endless columns of German vehicles with all their lights turned on, 


were termed “ a nightly illusion.” 


3. Self deception: When it became clear that the reports were confirmed by reality, 
the German Panzer advance through the Ardennes was considered to be a 
malicious deception that would fool no one. But even when it became clear that the 
German Schwerpunktwas real, there was no feeling of crisis since it was felt that the 
German attack would certainly be blocked on the Meuse. 


4. Disaster admitted: When Gamelin finally came to understand the reality, the 
moment of truth had come, but it was too late. The Panzer Divisions had already 
crossed the Meuse and were on their way to the Channel coast, where they would 
close the trap. Gamelin’s main, and fatal mistake, was his continued insistence on 
his Dyle-plan. He could still have withdrawn all his armies, which later became 
encircled, from Belgian and Northern France, and then regrouped them in a new 


defensive front at the Somme river.” © 


I strongly disagree with Frieser’s conclusion in the last item, since | am 
convinced that by then, four days after the German offensive, the French Army was 
no longer capable of a massive organised operation of retreat. Frieser likens the 
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collapse of France to a Greek tragedy, in which the act of ‘Ate’, blindness, always 
precedes the act of catastrophe.” 

Among the German high commanders Rundstedt would become the main 
obstacle in the implementation of a plan that he had previously nurtured. In 1940 
he would begin to show the weaknesses which would increasingly impair the quali- 
ties of his leadership during the remainder of the war. As long as Manstein was his 
chief-of-Staff, Rundstedt came out in support of his plan. When the plan was put 
into action, it became apparent that Rundstedt had been impressed by Manstein’s 
ideas without understanding them. Manstein was succeeded as chief-of-staff of 
Army Group A, by General von Sodenstern, who had been in strong opposition to 
his idea. Rundstedt immediately agreed with Sodenstern’s objections and turned 
into a brakeman. During the march into Austria in 1938, Guderian had described 
von Bock, who commanded the 8th German Army, as a Panzer amateur. The same 
appreciation would hold true for Rundstedt, even before the beginning of the 
offensive. Guderian had complained that Rundstedt understood practically 
nothing about Panzer tactics. 

Curiously, Rundstedt’s reputation remained unimpaired with the Allied mili- 
tary commanders and historians. Eisenhower called him ‘the most capable German 
general’, and Montgomery described him as ‘the best German general’ he encoun- 
tered during the war.’ General Bradley wrote in his recollections: “When we 
launched our November 1944 offensive, we knew from Ultra that the professional 
soldier von Rundstedt had reassumed command of Hitler's Western Front ... We 
expected a textbook defence against our offence.” “Bradley had apparently not 
noticed that Rundstedt had remained on the sidelines during his last command in 
the war. The German operations against Bradley were commanded by the far supe- 
rior Feldmarschall Model. 

Another ‘brake shoe’ was the Panzergruppe Kleist that contained most of the 
Panzer units of Army Group A. It was originally a corps, but grew to Army strength 
without being officially formalized as an army. It remained with the insufficient 
staff of a corps, headed by the then Colonel Zeitzler who, two years later was to 
become Halder’s successor as chief of the Generalstab. General Kleist was a cavalry 
officer, with only limited understanding of Panzer warfare, who continuously 
wavered between temerity and sudden fear. Bouts of temerity would cause him to 
spur on his Panzer commanders beyond their capacity while, when replaced with 
sudden fear, he would order them to halt, even when their progress was unim- 

ed. 
os On 12 May, Guderian was ordered by Kleist to cross the Meuse with his corps, 
at all costs, on the following day. After he succeeded in crossing, his advance 
became rapid beyond expectation. On 16 May, Kleist panicked, arrived by plane 
and told Guderian to halt until he could bring forward new reserves. The hot- 
tempered Guderian resigned his command and passed it on to his senior divisional 
commander, Generalleutnant Veiel. A few hours later, Generaloberst List appeared. 
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His 12th Army included the Panzergruppe Kleist. He cancelled Kleist’s instruc- 
tions, ordered Guderian to resume his command and told him, with a twinkle in 
his eyes, to take ‘advance reconnaissance movements.” 

The first German division to reach the Channel coast was Rommel’s 7th 
Panzer, which was part of Hoth’s Panzerkorps belonging to Generaloberst von 
Kluge’s 4th Army. Rommel had never been a Generalstab officer. Before the war he 
was an opponent of armoured warfare, but changed his mind after the Polish 
campaign. Frieser wrote that Rommel obtained his successes not because he led 
according to Panzer rules, of which he knew little, but because he simply relied on 
his intuition.*” Rommel’s success in France laid the foundation stone of the 

‘Rommel myth.’ 

Thanks to his uninhibited bragging he soon became Hitler’s favourite general. 
His boundless ambition caused him to write daily reports which grossly exagger- 
ated the dangers he faced, in order to increase his glory. He sent his superiors 
accounts of impending catastrophes and wrote about ‘hundreds’ of enemy tanks 
that were assembling to attack him. The ‘Rommel Album’, which he sent to Hitler 
after the conclusion of the battle for France, contained a horror picture, with red 
arrows, purporting to represent nine British tank divisions that were assembling to 
attack him. In reality, the BEF had only a total of five divisions and not a single 
tank division. Rommel then became a household name in Germany, popular 
cabaret songs had their text rewritten to mention his name. 

In many places the German advance turned into a pleasure ride. German 
commanders had given up their staff maps and found their orientation by using 
ordinary Michelin tourist maps. Panzer officers and soldiers sat on top of their 
vehicles and waved to the civilian population. German infantry advanced singing, 
dressed in open shirts and without helmets. On both sides of the roads French pris- 
oners-of-war walked with their cumbersome equipment. Many roads were clogged 
by up to 10 million refugees, about one quarter of the total French population. 

Sichelschnitt did not function like clockwork. During the first days chaos arose 
on the roads, many of which were unable to accommodate the mass of Panzer. 
Infantry units were unwilling to give up roads that had been reserved for them. 
Whenever an obstacle arose Hitler panicked. On 17 May, Halder wrote in his 
diary: “A most unpleasant day. The Fithrer is extremely nervous. He is increasingly 
afraid of his own success and would prefer to hold the advance. He pretends to be 
worried about his left flank.”** Another entry on the next day: “The Fishrer has an 
incomprehensible fear for his southern flank. He raves and screams that we are 
spoiling his whole operation which may well turn into defeat.”*’ On the same day, 
Jodi made an entry into his diary that Hitler had had a fit of rage and ordered 
OKH,, in the sharpest possible manner, to immediately issue orders to cope with 


the situation that had arisen.™ 
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The ‘Miracle of Dunkirk’ — why did the 
Panzers suddenly halt their advance? — 
The ‘Halt-order’ 


Facts 


On 23 May, the Germans had advanced to a point 15 kilometres from the centre of 
Dunkirk. On the same day they were halted by an order of Rundstedt and 
remained in place for four days, thus permitting the British to prepare the evacua- 
tion of Dunkirk, Operation ‘Dynamo’. It permitted the rescue of 247,000 British 
and 123,000 French troops. On 24 May, Hitler confirmed Rundstedt’s order. The 
German advance was resumed on 26 May. Rundstedt had issued his order after 
receiving a panic-stricken message from Kleist that his Panzer units were too weak 
to face a massive British counter-attack, and that other German troops had to be 
brought from the rear (Aufschliess), Halder mocked Kleist, “who was simply not up 
to his duties”. However, Generaloberst von Kluge agreed with Rundstedt and was 
the first to mention the term Aufschliess. Rundstedt’s order resulted in uncontrolled 
anger at OKH. Until that day, Brauchitsch had given Halder a free hand in the 
conduct of the battle, now he decided to intervene in person. On 24 May he 
ordered all of Rundstedt’s Panzer units to be transferred to Bock’s Army Group. 

On the same day, Hitler visited Rundstedt’s headquarters and heard to his 
surprise, that OKH had ordered Kluge’s 4th Army, which contained all the Panzer 
of Army Group A, to be placed under Bock’s command. OKH had not even both- 
ered to inform him. Hitler was furious, rescinded the OKH order, and declared 
himself in full agreement with Rundstedt’s pessimistic views.” 

Later, on the same day, Kleist and Kluge turned around and asked for a 
resumption of the offensive. All front and Luftwaffe commanders joined in. 
During the afternoon, Hitler ordered Brauchitsch to appear before him. 
Brauchitsch had hoped that this meeting would enable him to convince Hitler that 
the ‘Halt-order’ was irrational. Hitler did not let him utter a word. He shouted at 
him, insulted him repeatedly, refused to talk about the Dunkirk operation and 
ended the conversation by forbidding Brauchitsch to issue orders to the armies 
without his prior consent. As often, after a meeting with Hitler, Brauchitsch 
returned to his headquarters a broken man. 

OKH, under the guidance of Halder, then felt that they had found a way out, 
by issuing a directive to Army Groups A and B which left it to them to give a ‘free 
hand’ to their commanders. Any mention of the ‘Halt-order’ was carefully avoided. 
OKH was confident that Rundstedt would simply transmit this directive to his 
Panzer commanders who needed no more instructions to resume the attack. But 


then an unprecedented event in German military history occurred. Rundstedt 
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simply refused to transmit the OKH directive and made a point in entering his 
refusal in the diary of his Army Group.” 

During the morning hours of 25 May, Brauchitsch paid another visit to 
Hitler, who again refused to discuss anything with him. Jodl noted in his diary: 
“Fiihrer opposes any change in his order and leaves it to Army Group A to decide. 
Rundstedt refuses to alter his order, since he feels that his Panzer need a rest.” The 
commander in chief of the Army and OKH thus became the subordinates of one 
Army Group commander. Never before had a Commander in Chief of the 
German Army suffered such a humiliation. 

During the morning of 26 May, Rundstedt became nervous. He visited his 
Panzer commanders, all of whom urged him to grant them freedom of movement. 
He had to inform Hitler who rescinded the ‘Halt-order’ at 1.30 pm, while making 
it a point that he had reached his decision only after obtaining Rundstedt’s 
approval.”! 


Motives of the Halt-order and effects of the Dunkirk 


rescue 


The facts that lay behind the “Halt-order’ are known world-wide. The motives that 
prompted the order, and the effects of the rescue at Dunkirk, continue to be in 
dispute among historians to this very day. 

True to their post-war tradition, the memoirs of the German generals describe 
the Halt-order as yet another folly of the “bungler’ Hitler. Guderian heads the rele- 
vant chapter as ‘Hitler’s fateful order.” Although at that stage in the battle he 
himself had displayed an astonishing lack of interest in a continued German 
advance. He had stated that the swampy ground conditions were an obstacle to 
Panzer progress and entered that in the war diary of his corps.” In his memoirs, 
Guderian denies having made this statement, in spite of having signed the relevant 
page in the war diary.” 

Of all people, Rundstedt saw fit to join this chorus. He wrote: “Hitler is the 
sole guilty party and not myself, as ‘Mr’ Churchill endeavours to show in his 
memoirs. I finally had no choice but to obey Hitler’s repeated orders”.”’ Since the 
Panzer had already been stopped, a full day before Hitler confirmed Rundstedt’s 
order, such statements require no further comment. 

German historians, among them names of repute, attribute Hitler’s decision 
to allow the BEF to leave, as part of his purported ‘anglophilia,’ which caused him 
to bend over backwards in permitting the British to rescue what was left of their 
army. This argument is supported by Hitler’s repeated declarations of his admira- 
tion for the British Empire, which he repeated even in his political testament, a few 
hours before he committed suicide in the Berlin bunker. 
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Are such words of Hitler worthy of credence? Hitler had always praised coun- 
tries before he attacked them. Only a few days before entering Austria, he expressed 
his gratitude to Chancellor Schuschnigg in a speech before the Reichstag. Until 
1939 he repeatedly expressed friendly feelings for Poland, and said that he always 
recalled with great pleasure his co-operation with Marshal Pi>sudski. When he 
demanded the incorporation of the Sudeten province into Germany, he repeatedly 
stated that this was his last territorial demand in Europe. In a speech before the 
Reichstag he said: “We don’t want any Czechs.” Hitler had always lied and did not 
shrink from cynically acknowledging this. In a closed meeting with representatives 
of the German press, in Munich, he stated: “Circumstances have compelled me to 
talk about peace for tens of years. Obviously this kind of propaganda, repeated over 
such a long time, has risky aspects, since it can easily lead many men to believe that 
the present regime is bound to a wish, and to a decision to preserve peace under all 
circumstances.””* Is there any reason to take a statement by Hitler at face value, for 
the sole reason that it suits the thesis of some historians? 

Frieser holds the opinion that “Hitler's ‘anglophilia’ appears as a kind of love- 
hate relationship which, with him, suddenly turns into a will to destroy.”” He 
believes that Hitler himself launched the idea of his wish to spare the British troops 
as an ex post facto justification of a military mistake, that is with hind-sight. He 
quotes a statement by Géring during the days when the Panzer were halted at 
Dunkirk: “The Army suddenly wants to be gentlemen ... The knights in chival- 
rous suits of armour simply want to take the British prisoners. The Fithrer wants to 
teach them a lesson that will take a long time to forget.” Halder noted that while 
the British troops were standing on the shores to wait for their embarking, Hitler 
wanted a massive bloodbath. When he was told that artillery was not effective on 
beaches of sand, he ordered the use of anti-aircraft grenades equipped with time 
fuses.” His Army adc at that time, Major Engel, recalls that he had insisted on 
employing special SS-units to ensure that none of the British troops survived. '° 

Frieser advanced the opinion that the reason for the “Halt-order’ should not be 
searched for in objective considerations, but rather in the subjective thoughts of an 
egomaniac dictator. In his view, the ‘Halt-order’ was Hitler’s wish to assert his total 
authority over his generals. This is a hypothesis and thus lacks final proof. 

However, to me, Frieser’s analysis appears reasonable when seen against the 


background of Hitler's personality: 


In reality, there was a motive which was far more important to him than 
any tactical, operative, strategical, or political-ideological considerations, 
namely his undisputed authority as the military Fihrer. To put it bluntly, 
it was not the Panzer that Hitler wanted to stop at Dunkirk, but the OKH 
generals, He was only concerned with one principle, the Fihrer principle. 
The Third Reich was viewed by him as a Fiihrer state, in which everything 





96 Es spricht der Fiihrer, 7 exemplarische Hitler-Reden, H.von Kotze/H.Krausnick (ed), 
Giitersloh 1966, p. 269 
97 Frieser, p.390 
98 Ibid 
99 H. Meier-Welcker, Der Entschluss zum Anhalten der deutschen Panzertruppen in 
Flandern 1940, in Vierteljahreshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte , 2. Jahrgang (1954), p. 286 
100 Frieser, p. 390 


110 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


had to be concentrated around him alone, and above all he had complete 
military authority. The war in the West was unequivocally ‘his war’. All 
his military advisers had told him that it could not be won. In the end he 
had had to practically force it on his hesitating generals. Then it became 
clear that he had, apparently, been right, since this campaign turned into 
one of the most spectacular victories in military history. But now it 
suddenly appeared that the generals and not himself were the famous 
victors, Even Halder, who had been repeatedly scorned as ‘over cautious’ 
and ‘timorous’, suddenly brimmed with self-assurance. The OKH generals 
were about to reduce him to an ‘also-ran’. 

On 24 May, when arriving at Charleville, he discovered that 
Rundstedt, his most trusted subordinate, had been practically stripped of 
power. OKH)had decided to take the Panzeraway from Rundstedt, without 
even bothering to inform him. Hitler found himself assailed in his most 
sensitive point, his prestige. Now his instinct for power rebelled. Never 
before had a General dared to ignore him and make him lose face. It was the 
moment when the explosion occurred. In his desire for vengeance, which 
often took irrational aspects, Hitler decided to restore the former order, and 
demonstrate who held final and sole military authority. He now turned 
matters around. He degraded Brauchitsch and Halder to ‘also-rans’ and let 
Rundstedt decide how much longer the Panzer, which were already halted, 
should remain without moving further. Hitler savoured his vengeance 
when Generaloberst von Brauchitsch appeared and asked him to cancel the 
‘Halt-order’. He sent him to Rundstedt and the commander in chief of the 
Army had to go to his subordinate like a petitioner.” 


The operations of Army Group B — was 
Sichelschnitt perhaps superfluous? 


Military history pays only small attention to the operations of Army Group B. 
Most accounts of the battle for France begin with the German break-through at 
Sedan by Army Group A. It is logical, since that was where the decision was 
obtained. Among German historians only Frieser gives a detailed account of Army 
Group B activities. However, the successes achieved by this smaller Army Group 
have led me to the opinion that Sichelschnitt may have been superfluous. 

After Army Group B had been reduced in size, it consisted of 2 armies, 6th 
Army under von Reichenau, 18th Army under von Kiichler and Hoepner’s XVI 
motorized Corps. It was soon diverted to Army Group A, which had 5 armies and 
3 motorized corps. 

During the first days, Army Group B faced the Belgian and the Dutch armies 
and when the Allies had walked into the German trap, it encountered the best 
French units and the BEF. It advanced in Blitzkrieg fashion. The strong fortifica- 
tion of Eben Emael at Liége was taken in one day by German parachute and glider 
troops. Two days later all of Litge was in German hands. In 1914, Ludendorff, 
who commanded the assault, had needed close to two weeks to conquer the city. 
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The only tank battle of the French campaign began on 12 May when Hoepner’s 
Corps encountered the French Cavalry Corps of General Prioux. Prioux had more 
and better tanks than Hoepner, but his corps was soon decimated by the combined 
efforts of Hoepner’s unit and the Luftwaffe, and could never be redeployed. Prioux 
then succeeded Blanchard as commander of the French 1st Army. The Belgian 
Albert-canal, which until then had been viewed as a strong defence position, was 
easily overcome. Brussels and Antwerp fell on 18 May. The Dutch Army had capit- 
ulated four days earlier. Belgium surrendered on 27 May, providing Paul Reynaud 
with a welcome opportunity of castigating yet another man as guilty, the “trea- 
sonous Belgian king.” 

After reaching the channel coast and completing the occupation of Dunkirk 
both German Army Groups joined forces and on 6 June began their second offen- 
sive, ‘Red’. The French press reported about a new “Weygand line’ which only 
existed on paper. Some French units fought courageously but where rapidly over- 
whelmed. 

At that time, I was still sufficiently naive to believe that the Germans could be 
halted somewhere. I dropped my last illusions when the Germans took Forges-les- 
Eaux on the Seine on 9 June, and the first rumbles of artillery fire became audible 
in Paris. The German advance reached such a pace that OKH, when receiving 
reports about a captured city, wondered if perhaps confusion between resembling 
names had occurred and they requested the commanders’ confirmation. Bock, 
who had been disappointed that Army Group A had been instrumental in the 
battle at the expense of his own Army Group, could draw comfort from the capture 
of Paris by his 18th Army under Kiichler. 

Because the strongest units of the French Army were unable to resist the 
advance of Army Group B, there may be some ground for the substance of the 
opinion that Sichelschnitt may well have been superfluous and that the original plan 
‘Yellow’ would likewise have achieved total victory. True, “Yellow’ was a plan with 
a limited purpose, inspired by a mistaken appreciation of the French Army. But the 
weakness of the French Army became quite obvious after a few days of fighting and 
the original plan would have undoubtedly have been altered. The elder Moltke had 
already written a century earlier: “No operational plan extends further than the 
first encounter with the opposing Army.” ‘Yellow’ would certainly have proceeded 
with the new aim of total victory. Sichelschnitt was a plan of genius but it had a va- 
banque element that events showed to have perhaps been unnecessary. 


Conclusion — a victory into the void 


After the battle was lost, France concluded an armistice agreement with Germany. 
Uhle-Wettler calls the battle of France a brilliant ‘victory into the void’.’ Every 
military success will remain a ‘victory into the void’ if it is not followed by a reason- 
able political settlement. The ‘void’ of the victory over France could have been 
avoided. Hitler could have followed the armistice with a peace treaty which the 
French government, at that time not yet a German puppet, longed for. A reasonable 
peace treaty with France could have paved the way for similar treaties with the other 
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nations in German-occupied Europe. Britain may well have felt that it was not worth 
while to continue the war. Such a policy would have required a statesman like 
Bismarck at the helm of Germany, but in 1940 the Fithrer was Adolf Hitler. 

Wars are fought in order for the victor to make a favourable peace, but peace 
has to be offered to the vanquished. Instead of offering peace to the vanquished 
France, Hitler made his nonsensical peace offer to Britain, which not only was 
unvanquished, but which was increasing her military strength behind the cover of 
the Channel. 

The armistice agreement with France was violated by the Germans before the 
ink had dried on the document. Alsace and Lorraine were annexed and the men in 
both provinces were conscripted into the Wehrmacht. The northern provinces of 
France were removed from the authority of the military governor of France and 
came under control of the military governor of Belgium and Northern France. In 
the official documents of the Vichy government these provinces were not part of 
the zone occupée and were designed as zone interdite. In Mein Kampf Hitler had 
already used the word annihilation when writing about France. Hitler's intentions 
for France, after her defeat, are described in a number of mentions full of venom, in 
the diaries of Dr Goebbels. Two examples are sufficient: 


7 March 1942: “The Vichy-French are perhaps prepared to give up their 
neutrality and enter the war on our side, if we offer them an acceptable 
peace. But the Fidhrer is right in his refusal to consider such a solution. 
France will always remain an enemy up to her last breath. We have to 
remove any trace of French political and military power from future 
Europe.” 


30 April 1942: “Of course, Vichy would like to conclude a separate peace 
treaty with us. Bu the Fithrer is right in his rejection. France will never 
consider such a treaty as binding upon her, should we lose. If we win, she 
will insist on the validity of the treaty. In other terms, we would never be 
able to complete the ‘amputation’ of France. The French may perhaps 
agree to cede Alsace to us, but would strongly object to parting with 
Lorraine. One could ask oneself why we ever waged a war against them. If 
the French knew what the Firer really has in store for them, they would 
not believe their eyes.” 


This attitude went far beyond France. During the whole war Hitler never took 
a single step in the direction of a political act with an objective of peace. Authors 
who have made in-depth analyses of Hitler's mind, voice the opinion that he was 
simply unable to conceive a world without war. Even in 1938, at the signing of the 
Munich agreement, he complained to his confidant that the stupidity of the British 
and the French had prevented him from beginning the war, even back then. In his 
eyes, every nation conquered by him was only a bridgehead for another war. Even 
when a major battle was nearing, he dreamt of new battlegrounds. 

On 30 November 1942, after 6th Army had already been encircled and came 
daily closer to total destruction, he phoned Manstein the midde of the night. He 
told him he was considering a new offensive in the Middle East, in the coming 
spring, with Manstein’s Army Group joining hands with Rommel’s troops in 
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Palestine, and then marching jointly on towards India.'” In his recent book about 
Hitler’s last days in the Berlin bunker, Joachim Fest voices the opinion that Hitler's 
military successes gave him no real pleasure, since a situation without continued 
war was looked on by him as insufferable." Sebastian Haffner feels that Hitler's 
repeated references, even during his early years, to his end by suicide, show that he 
was unable to conceive of anything brought to a ‘normal’ ending. 

Thus Sichelschnitt, which Alistair Horne labels as “one of the most inspired 
blueprints for victory that the military mind has ever conceived,”'® was not only 
perhaps superfluous but ultimately only a ‘victory in a void’. Defeat always looms 
close to victory. The defeat was the underrating of the strength of the Red Army, 
after the easy rout of the French. No German high command would go further 
than Manstein berating the quality of Russian military leadership. The Tarpeian 
Rock is always close to the Capitol. In ‘antiquity’, traitors were thrown off the 
Tarpeian Rock in Rome. 


German and Allied casualties in the West 1940 


Germany: 49,000 killed in action and missing, 110,000 wounded 
France: 120,000 killed in action and 2 million prisoners of war 
BEF: 70,000 killed in action, wounded and prisoners of war 
Belgium: 7,500 killed in action 

Netherlands: 3,000 killed in action 


The Luftwaffe lost 1,236 planes, a further 429 were damaged. The French air 
force lost 892 planes and the Royal Air Force lost 1,029 planes. The Dutch and 
Belgian airforces were destroyed on the ground on 10 May 1940.'°° 


Excursus: Sichelschnitt and the German plan 
for the Ardennes offensive in December 1944 
— a comparison 


Frieser shows two maps that point to an amazing similarity in concept.'” The 
plans for the Ardennes offensive likewise called for a crossing of the Meuse, a march 
through the Ardennes, to be followed by an advance to the channel coast and the 
capture of Antwerp. But here the similarity ends. Manstein had carefully planned 
his operation and paid particular attention to the availability of supplies. The 
Ardennes offensive was directed against an enemy superior in all areas, who had 
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total control of the airspace. The Germans had fuel reserves for an advance of 60 
kilometres only. Whatever additional fuel was required, was ordered to be taken 
from Allied stocks ‘to be captured during the advance’. Karl Marx had written: 
“Somewhere Hegel says that many historic events tend to occur twice. He forgets 
to add, the first time as a tragedy, the second time as a farce.”’™ 

On 16 December 1944, Manstein was shown the situation map of the 
Ardennes offensive. When it was evident that no strategic reserve had been put in 
place for the battle, he said to Stahlberg: “ Effendi has a fertile imagination, he wants 
to attack an enemy in depth without having reserves.” (In private conversations, 
Manstein called Hitler Effendi after a delegation of Crimean Tartars had brought 
him gifts for “Adolf Effend?.) When the German offensive ground to a halt, 
Manstein told Stahlberg: “If Eisenhower now attacks, he can finish the war in a few 


weeks.”'” 
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Chapter 3 


Manstein and the 
Battle for Stalingrad 


Sane was not the decisive battle of the Russo-German war. The war in the 
East continued over an additional two and a half years. For Germany’s Euro- 
pean allies, Stalingrad was a deadly blow. The Romanian and Hungarian units that 
participated in the battle, rendered the Armies of both countries increasingly unfit 
for further efficient deployment. The Italian Army in the East had been sent to 
Stalingrad. Both it and the Croatian regiments were destroyed. The Wehrmacht 
remained an efficient fighting force. True, in the Kessel it lost a whole Army of 
some 22 Divisions, its largest loss in the East. 6 additional Divisions were 
destroyed during the relief attempts. But prior to Stalingrad entire French and 
Russian armies had been obliterated. During the years following Stalingrad, more 
German armies would suffer a similar fate. In the summer of 1944, the hu 
Russian offensive, Bagration, against the German Army Group Centre, would 
wreak far greater havoc. If a battle had to be labelled as decisive, it would probably 
be the German defeat at Moscow in December 1941. 

But in many respects Stalingrad was unique. For the first time in the Second 
World War, the Red Army defeated the Germans by employing and improving on 
the methods which the Germans themselves had developed in their previous victo- 
rious battles. In 1937, when the Great Terror hit the Red Army, most of its high 
command were executed. However, some outstanding instructors at the war 
academy had been spared. They succeeded in developing a new high command ina 
relatively short time. It is not difficult to turn good regimental commanders into 
good generals. Clausewitz had previously written that the art of war is a ‘simple 
thing,’ easily understood by ‘common sense’. For Clausewitz the difficulty resides 
in the art of command. The new Russian generals showed themselves to be brilliant 
commanders, at least equal to their German counterparts. 

Outstanding Russian military scientists, among them the father of the rocket 
programme, Koralev, and the aircraft designer Tupolev, had been arrested in 1937. 
They were not sent to the Gu/ag but to closed research institutes under NKVD 
control, the Sharashka, where they pursued their research. Even before the war they 
succeeded in developing armaments which, by 1941, proved superior to most 
German military equipment. As the war progressed, the Russian advantage in 
quality increased. 

However, Stalingrad had a unique symbolic significance, because of the city’s 
name. Both Hitler and Stalin recognised it. In a recording of his speech on 8 
November, when the German offensive had already failed, Hitler’s speech showed an 
unusual edginess, with him tapping his pencil continuously on his desk. He said: 


| always consider what others expect me to do, and then I do the contrary. 
Mr. Stalin expected me to attack in the Centre. I never had such inten- 
tions, not because Mr. Stalin thought that I had, but because it was not 
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important to me. I wanted to reach the Volga River, at a certain place, at a 
certain city. It is chance that it is named after Stalin. But don’t think for a 
moment that I was prompted by that, it was because of its great strategic 
importance. As far as | am concerned the city could just as well have 
another name. Here one can cut off 30 million tons of shipment, 
including 9 million tons of oil. All shipments of wheat, from the Ukraine 
and the Kuban region to the North, pass through here. It is a centre for 
the shipment of manganese ore, in short a gigantic transhipment centre. 


At that point Hitler’s nervousness overcame him. His voice cracked repeat- 
edly. Less than two weeks later and he would regret his subsequent words: 


I wanted to take this place and, you know, we are modest. We have it 
already. Only a few isolated pockets of resistance remain. Then some 
people ask, ‘why don’t you finish it off faster?’ Because I don’t want a 
second battle of Verdun, and I prefer to operate with small assault units. 
Time is of no importance. No ship can pass the Volga anymore. And this 

is decisive. 

They did not ‘have it’. Ships continued to pass the Volga. The slogan “Trains 
are rolling for victory” (Rader miissen rollen fiir den Sieg) was no longer valid on the 
Eastern front. To the bitter end, trains rolled unimpeded, but only to the extermi- 
nation camps. 

Hitler had an obsession for symbolism. In 1918, Marshal Foch had convened 
the armistice talks with the Germans in his railway carriage in the forest of 
Réthondes, near Compiégne, as he wanted to spare the German delegations the 
hostile demonstrations by the French population. In 1940, Hitler chose to humil- 
iate the French by having their armistice delegation received at the same location 
and in the same railway carriage. 

Stalingrad had no less symbolic value for Stalin. After 1917, many cities in the 
Soviet Union were renamed after famous revolutionaries. When they fell victim to 
the Great Terror, their names were replaced by other political personalities. There 
was no lack of Soviet cities named after Stalin—Stalino, Stalinabad, Stalinogorsk, 
simply Stalin, and many others. But Stalingrad was the first, and the largest, and it 
had a special significance for Stalin. Before the revolution it was called Tsaritsyn. 
During the Civil War, Stalin was the Political Commissar of the Red Army units 
that had successfully defended the city, and Tsaritsyn was the first city named after 
him. 

Hitler was convinced that the capture of Stalingrad would deal Stalin a mortal 
blow. As usual, he failed to understand the mentality of his great enemies. Stalin 
was no less obsessed with power than Hitler. But he was a far cleverer tactician and 
did not lose his sense of reality. His order, “not a step backwards”, when the 
Germans approached Stalingrad was not due to the name of the city. Previously, a 
number of cities named after Stalin had been given up. Stalin felt that the Volga 
had to be secured in order to bring reserves to the areas that had not yet been taken 
by the Germans. The major Russian armament plants had already been set up 
behind the Ural mountain range in the 1930s. Others had been transferred beyond 
German reach when the Soviet Union was attacked. However, some sizeable plants 
had remained at Stalingrad and they were sorely needed. 
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Selection of sources in literature 


World-wide, more books have been written about Stalingrad than about any other 
battle of the Second World War. In 2003, the year of the 70th anniversary of the 
destruction of 6th Army, a number of TV series were made in Germany, in which 
both German and Russian survivors recalled their experiences. For the purpose of 
this book, a narrow selection had to be made. The most complete collection of 
German archive documents is compiled in Manfred Kehrig’s book, which was his 
doctoral thesis and later turned into a book.' Until his recent retirement, Dr 
Kehrig was the director of the German military archives. (Bundesarchiv- 
Militérarchiv in archive documents labelled BA-MA.) Kehrig published his book 
in 1974. He had no access to Russian documentation and his account is thus 
incomplete. It could best be described as a vastly expanded war diary of 6th Army 
and Army Group Don. 

Among German Generals’ memoirs, General Doerr’s book is significant.’ 
Doerr was the head of a liaison staff with the Romanian troops engaged at Stalin- 
grad. He was a confidant of Generaloberst Zeitzler, who had succeeded Halder as 
head of the Generalstab. His post-war correspondence with Zeitzler contradicts a 
number of statements in Verlorene Siege. 

The recollections of Paulus’ adc, Colonel Wilhelm Adam, were written in 
1963 at a time when Adam had become the commander of the East German armed 
police force. (kasernierte Volkspolizet) It was the forerunner of the new armed 
forces. (Nationale Volksarmee - NVA) The communist overtone is only found in 
the last part of the book that deals with his years in captivity, and his later role in 
East Germany. The part of his work that deals with Stalingrad shed a light on the 
Byzantine conditions prevailing in 6th Army’s staff.’ 

The German offensive ‘Blue’, in the summer of 1942, finally led to the disaster 
at Stalingrad. The best account is in the Stalingrad chapter in Uhle-Wettler’s Hohe 
und Wendepunkte deutscher Militargeschichte. (High points and turning points in 
German military history)*. It is written in the same concise manner as the other 
eight chapters of that book. Uhle-Wettler never gets lost in the endless compila- 
tions of details that are common to many German military historians. Such books 
are rendered practically unreadable for people who are not themselves experts. We 
are in regular contact in exchanging opinions and advice about our respective 
works. Often our conclusions differ strongly, in particular about the responsibility 
of the German commanders at Stalingrad. Uhle-Wettler tends to absolve Manstein 
and put all the blame on Paulus. I hold the opposite view. 

Among the recollections of younger officers at Stalingrad, the book by 
Joachim Wieder, Stalingrad und die Verantwortung des Soldaten (Stalingrad and the 
soldier's responsibility) is in my view, the most valuable source. Wieder was intelli- 
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but he could not talk in the names of all prisoners for whom he had never shown 
any interest and whose fate was unknown to him. “I don’t know which diplomatic 
solution Paulus has found here. He never mentioned the matter again to me. 
Somehow he must have satisfied the Russians, since he remained in their favour, 
while I was given clearly to understand that I was written off.” 

On 23 May 1950, Seydlitz and a number of senior officers of the BDO were 
arrested and arraigned as war criminals. On 8 July 1950 he was sentenced to death, 
but on the same day, his sentence was reduced to 25 years. He remained in prison 
until his repatriation on 4 October 1955. A General Schulz, who was in charge of 
distributing seats in the train, refused him a seat in the officers’ car and relegated 
him to the soldiers and non-coms. When he arrived at the West German repatria- 
tion reception camp at Friedland, he encountered his old friend, General 
Hossbach. As a Colonel, Hossbach had been Schmundr’s predecessor as Hitler's 
Wehrmacht adc. He was dismissed in 1938. He had contravened an explicit order 
by Hitler not to reveal to Fritsch the charges that had been brought against him, 
prior to the General's visit to the chancellery. Seydlitz turned to Hossbach and 
asked him, “Do you also despise me?” Hossbach shook his hand and replied, “I was 
not in your situation.” Seydlitz burst into tears.” 

Seydlitz had been sentenced to death in Germany. The sentence was not 
quashed until 1956. The Bundeswehr did not restore his rank. 


The opponent — General Vassily Chuikov 


On 11 September 1942, Lieutenant General Lopatin was relieved as commander 
of 64th Army that held the centre of the city. Colonel General Yeremenko, 
commander of the ‘Stalingrad front’, felt that Lopatin could not cope with this 
task. Lieutenant General Vassily Chuikov replaced him. During the first six 
months of the Russo-German war, Chuikov had served as military attaché to the 
government of Chiang-Kai-Check. Upon his return to Russia he received 
command of a small reserve Army at Tula. He sustained back injuries in a car acci- 
dent and when he came to Stalingrad he still needed a walking stick. Krushchev 
and Yeremenko asked him how he viewed his new command. Chuikov wrote that 
he had not expected such a question, but immediately found the answer: “We may 
not abandon this city. I will never leave it. Either we hold Stalingrad or we will 
die. 

The Soviet High Command could not have made a better choice. Chuikov 
was the most brutal Russian commander. Brutality was not an uncommon aspect 
of many Red Army Generals, but none would equal Chuikov. One of his staff offi- 
cers, Anatol Mereschko, told Rees: 


Chuikow could literally feel a battle. He always reached his decision at the 
right time and overcame every obstacle. He embodied a Russian proverb: 
‘If you shoot, simply shoot. If you feel merry and cheerful, just be merry 
and cheerful’, With him shooting was always paramount. He possessed a 
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colossal energy that he transmitted to his commanders and his soldiers. 
Had Chuikov been a different man we could never have defended Stalin- 
grad. 


Chuikov was scruffy in appearance, used gutter language, and he often got 
drunk. When inebriated he engaged in fist-fights with his ‘front’ commander 
Yeremenko and General Rodimtsev, who commanded 13th Guards Infantry Divi- 
sion. If he was dissatisfied with one of his staff officers, he would rain blows on him 
with his stick. Mereschko told Rees that he had once appeared at Chuikov’s 
command post and seen one his comrades with blood streaming from his nose. He 
asked another officer what had happened and was told that he had been lucky not 
to have been present, because he would likewise have received a beating. In 1955, 
Chuikov had become a Marshal of the Soviet Union. He would no longer beat offi- 
cers, but there were constant complaints about his rude behaviour. 

General Grigorenko, who became a dissident in Breshnev’s time, was allowed 
to leave for the West after having been confined to a psychiatric hospital. He had 
had to suffer under him when serving at Kiev: 


The meeting at party headquarters at Kiev saw heated exchanges. During 
two days many officers spoke and there was only one subject, the crude- 
ness, the loutish behaviour and the vindictiveness of the military district 
commander, Marshal Vassily Ivanovich Chuikov.” 


For the merciless battle and the house-to-house fighting which occurred in 
Stalingrad, no commander was more suited than Chuikov. Paulus sat out the battle 
in a comfortable department store. Chuikov’s headquarters were constantly in the 
advanced front line and he was repeatedly compelled to move his staff post from 
one location to another. He ordered that there should never be more than 50 to 
100 metres distance between the two armies’ advance positions. On three occa- 
sions his Army was practically destroyed. At one time it numbered only 20,000 
men and 60 tanks, only his artillery with its 700 guns was of sufficient strength. 
Many desertions occurred. Some reports have it that Chuikov had more than 
30,000 of his soldiers shot. An analysis by Beevor and Rees puts the figure at 
13,000. 

When he was in immediate need of additional troops, he would empty the city 
jails of political prisoners who had been sentenced for minor offences and form 
them into penal battalions that were sent on suicide missions “to atone with their 
blood for their crimes against the motherland”.® If a soldier in a penal battalion 
was wounded, he was only allowed to withdraw if he could prove that his wound 
made him unfit for further combat. Vladimir Kantovsky, 18 years old at that time, 
had been sentenced to a short prison term after objecting to the arrest of his 
teacher. He told Rees that he was wounded in his arm and his shoulder but was 
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frightened to death if this would be considered as sufficiently severe or if he would 


be treated as deserter.” 

Chuikov’s commissars Abramov and Gurov assisted the NKVD in their ‘ter- 
ror’. In his novel Zhysn i Sudba (Life and Fate) Vassili Grossmann has a colonel tell 
how Abramov invited him to his headquarters, on a phoney pretext, and had him 
arrested upon entering. On 19 December, Chuikov came close to an inglorious 
death. He had crossed the Volga to attend a party given by the NKVD, in celebra- 
tion of the twenty-fourth anniversary of the founding of the secret police. He 
returned completely drunk, the ice was brittle, he fell through a hole and had to be 
fished out. 

Chuikov was a ‘Southern general’ and would receive no promotions and never 
command more than an Army during the remainder of the war. Seaton was obliv- 
ious to the reasons that halted Chuikov’s promotion and described him as “a rela- 
tively unimportant General, who never commanded more than an army.”” 
During the final battle for Berlin, Chuikov commanded 8th Guards Army and had 
at least the satisfaction of receiving the surrender of the Berlin garrison. 

After Stalin’s death he rose quickly. He became a Marshal of the Soviet Union 
in 1955 and ended his career as Commander in Chief of the Red Army’s ground 
forces and Deputy Minister of Defence. 


“Manstein’s letter to Paulus in the Kessel 
shows the mentality and the thoughts 
of a corporal and not of a Feldmarschall” 
General Heusinger in a conversation with 
Lieutenant-Colonel Heinrich Biicheler on 


27 November 1976.” 
Stalingrad in Verlorene Siege 


Heusinger refers to a letter by Manstein to Paulus of 24 November 1942, after he 
had transmitted and endorsed Hitler’s order to have 6th Army remain the Pocket: 
“The Fiihrer’s order relieves you of any responsibility beyond what has already been 
ordered by the Fiihrer, What may happen when the army has fired its last bullet, is 
not your responsibility.” 

The same exasperation could be levelled at other orders of Manstein, and also 
against many of the 78 pages of the Stalingrad chapter in Verlorene Siege. The 
chapter begins with the Thermopylae verse: “Stranger, tell the Spartans, thou that 
passest by, that here obedient to their laws we lie.” Manstein continues: “Those 
verses which remind us of the Thermopylae heroism and which are the highest 
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praise of bravery, loyalty and obedience, will never be carved into a rock in the city 
of Stalingrad as a reminder of the sacrifice of 6th Army.” 

This quote is out of place. No one can challenge the courage of the German 
soldier in a battle that turned desperate, but the Russian soldiers were no less brave 
and the cause for which they fought was worthier. The Germans waged a war of 
aggression against the ‘Jewish-Bolshevik subhuman’, the Russians defended them- 
selves in the ‘Great Patriotic War’. Such a war can also be cruel, and cruelty was not 
lacking in the Russian treatment of its own people, nor of captured German 
soldiers. 6th Army was no ‘Leonidas defending Sparta against the Persians’. 
During its advance, 6th Army had committed heinous crimes. 

The three armies of Army Group South, 6th Army under Reichenau, 17th 
Army under Carl-Heinrich von Stiilpnagel and Hoth, and 11th Army, then under 
Manstein, were more involved than other German armies in the murders of the 
Einsategruppen. Their commanders-in-chief, Reichenau, Hoth and Manstein had 
issued orders of the day that were direct appeals for murder. On 18/20 August 
1941 a massacre occurred at Belaya Tserkov. All adult Jews were slaughtered, 90 
children were spared. Lieutenant-Colonel Groscurth tried in vain to obtain 
Reichenau’s agreement to spare the children. Reichenau ordered their execution 
and since Groscurth’s appeal had reached him through official channels, he added 
in his refusal: “This report had better not been written.””* 

The largest single massacre of Jews during the whole war in the East was 
carried out in September 1941, at Baby Yar near Kiev. 30,000 Jews were shot in 
under 48 hours, with units of 6th Army actively participating. The town 
commander, Generalleutnant Eberhardt, directed the preparation and the supervi- 
sion. Eberhardt committed suicide in prison after the war. The massacres 
continued after Paulus had taken over from Reichenau. Beevor mentions the 
slaughter at Komsomolsk on 29 January 1942.” In captivity Paulus said to Ruth 
von Mayenburg: “During my time the Wehrmacht had nothing to do with such 
horrors. But later it will be held against us.””° His first sentence was a lie, the second 
was the truth. 

In his criticism of Manstein’s Stalingrad chapter Wieder wrote: 


In the Feldmarschall’s command, everything purports to respond to what 
is required in a strategic situation, which has to rely upon what can 
somehow be achieved with limited means. The technical virtuosity, that 
attempts to overcome the difficulties forced upon an unwilling 
commander, does not allow for any criticism of the chain of decisions that 
irrevocably ended in the destruction of a whole army. The reader gets the 
impression that a grandiose chess game is being played out, during a 
fateful period of the war, with daring combinations and impeccable posi- 
tional play, subject to the meagre means at disposal.” 
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Manstein’s chapter about Stalingrad could have been an important contribu- 
tion to the history of the war. It could have shown how the most senior 
commander of the battle viewed his assignment, and how he reached his decisions 
in his attempts to redress the situation. However, the chapter fails to rise to that 
level. Manstein is mainly concerned with attempts to justify every decision taken 
by him, while absolving himself of any responsibility for failure, and simply 
putting the blame on others. The overblown pathos of the chapter has led some of 
Manstein’s critics to put additional and sometimes excessive blame on him. 


Manstein assumes command of Army Group Don 


Criticism of Manstein has to remain within boundaries. When Manstein took over 
Army Group Don, 6th Army was already lost. Unless it could have had a strong 
minded and forceful commander at its helm, who had broken out immediately 
upon the closure of the Kesse/in disobedience to Hitler’s order, it was doomed. The 
fate of 6th Army was also doomed by the faulty planning and execution of ‘Blue’. 
The plans for the Russian counter-offensive Uranus were already laid, before the 
Germans had begun to penetrate the city. The many orders, counter-orders and 
disputes between Hitler, Manstein and Paulus did not aim at a rescue of 6th Army. 
Although Manstein heads a section in his Stalingrad chapter, “The chance of 
salvaging 6th Army was neglected” (Die Chance einer Rettung der 6. Armee wird 
nicht genutzt), 6th Army’s fate was doomed when Hitler and Manstein issued their 
first ‘hold’ orders. ”* 

Army Group Don was a relatively weak formation. 6th Army was its strongest 
unit but it was already surrounded in the Kessel. Besides 6th Army, it comprised 
Hoth’s 4th Panzer Army, the Armeeabteilung Hollidt, the 3rd Romanian Army 
under General Dumitrescu, and a small Romanian Armeeabteilung. An 
Armeeabteilung had an Army staff and consisted of up to two corps, but it did not 
have the manpower and the equipment of an army. It was always designated by the 
name of its commander. The Romanian units had antiquated equipment and the 
soldiers were already demoralised. Parts of the Romanian Army were annihilated 
on the first day of the Russian counteroffensive 

Manstein had been informed by cable of his new appointment on 20 
November 1942. He arrived at Weichs’ headquarters on 24 November, having 
made a comfortable journey in the deluxe train of the former king of Yugoslavia. 
Manstein wrote that he decided to travel by train because of bad weather condi- 
tions and danger from partisans.” In a situation of catastrophe he had other means 
of transportation, at his disposal, such as planes. However, at that moment 
Manstein was not yet aware that a catastrophe had arisen. 

During his journey, he stopped for a few hours at Kluge’s headquarters at 
Smolensk. Kluge was two years his senior as Feldmarschalland had commanded an 
Army Group from December 1941. Since an Army Group Commander was 
directly subordinated to Hitler, Kluge could provide Manstein with his experience. 
He warned him that Hitler was more interested in details than in fundamental 


operative thoughts. He would often intervene in actions down to battalion level. If 
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Manstein could not manage to block this, he would soon become inefficient. 
Kluge asked Manstein to bear in mind that Hitler ascribed the overcoming of the 
crisis during the winter of 1941 solely to his own genius and not to the capacity of 
his commanders and the bravery of the troops. 

On his arrival, Manstein at first displayed strange optimism. When Weichs 
attempted to show him the seriousness of the situation, Colonel Winter, Ia of 
Army Group B, recalls that Manstein replied: “We will show you ‘old papas’ how 
we handle this.”*° Manstein was supported by his always optimistic Ia, Colonel 
Busse, later to become his chief-of-staff, who told him: “It’s a bad situation, but 
somehow we will cope with it.”*' Schmidt wrote to Manstein’s chief-of-staff, 
General Schulz, with whom he would be in constant touch during the battle: 
“6th Army will hold out, you just have to see that it is supplied.” Manstein’s arro- 
gant statement to Weichs was certainly out of place. Whether his favourite, 
Busse, who would often display unwarranted optimism, was his best adviser can 
be doubted. 

On 24 November, at 1 pm, Manstein sent his first order by telex to 6th Army: 


I will assume command of Army Group Don on 26 November. We will 
do our best to get you out. It is imperative for 6th Army, in obedience to 
orders by the Fuhrer, to hold firm in its positions north of the Volga, and 
to prepare the strongest possible units for the opening of a supply route 
towards Southwest. 


As already intimated, this first order by Manstein sealed the fate of 6th Army, 
the remainder of the Stalingrad chapter in Verlorene Siege is meaningless talk. 
On the same day, Manstein talked to OKH over the phone: 


6th Army can still break out towards the Southwest. To have it remain its 
present position, given its reserves in ammunition and fuel, represents an 
extreme risk. Nevertheless, I cannot agree to Army Group B’s proposal for 
a breakout, as long as supply by air is assured. This is however essential.” 


This message was not communicated to 6th Army, which thus was not aware 
that Manstein considered sufficient supply by air as essential. Uhle-Wettler feels 
that Manstein could not judge by himself that supply by air was more than prob- 
lematic.** Manstein wrote: “A soldier could certainly not foresee that Goring 
would give frivolous assurances of required supply by air, and thereafter do nothing 
to at least provide the necessary minimum.” 

I disagree with both statements. During the train journey to Manstein’s new 
headquarters, Stahlberg had asked him what he thought of Goring, and Manstein 
had replied, “He is just a figure of operetta. He does not count.””” Manstein had 
been close to the highest echelons during his pre-war years at the Generalstab, He 
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knew Géring well and had first-hand experience of Géring’s incapacity as a 
commander and of his tendency to bluff. He had been a witness to Géring’s empty 
promise to destroy the British Expeditionary Force at Dunkirk, and to wipe the 
Royal Air Force from the skies during the Battle of Britain. Manstein was certainly 
aware that the fate of an entire Army could not hinge on Géring’s personal assur- 
ance. No German high commander took Géring’s promises seriously. 

On 24 November, the day on which Manstein sent his first order to Paulus, a 
violent incident occurred at the Fiihrerhauptquartier, first between Zeitzler, Hitler, 
Keitel, and Jodl, and then with Géring. Zeitzler made stenographic notes and 
published them in a post-war British anthology The Fatal Decisions, published in 
1956: 


I told Hitler that since the operations proposed for a relief of 6th Army are 
doomed, an order for an immediate breakout is the only solution. This 
order must be issued without delay. We have arrived at the last possible 
moment. While I was talking, Hitler became increasingly angry, he tried 
to interrupt me several times, but I pursued, since this was my last chance 
and I simply had to speak. When I finished, Hitler shouted: “6th Army 
will remain where it is. It is the garrison of a fortress and every garrison has 
the duty to resist a siege. If necessary, they will endure until spring and 
then I will liberate them with a spring offensive.’ This was pure fantasy. 
Zeitzler continued: 

I replied: ‘Stalingrad is not a fortress. Furthermore, there is no way to 
bring supplies to 6th Army.’ Hitler's anger increased and he shouted even 
louder: “Géring has said that he can supply the Army by air.’ I shouted 
back: “This is nonsense,’ Hitler insisted and said, ‘I will not retreat from 
the Volga.’ I said loudly: ‘Mein Fiihrer! It would be a crime to leave 6th 
Army at Stalingrad. It will result in the death or the capture of 250,000 
men. Every attempt to liberate them will be in vain. The loss of this Army 
will break the backbone of the whole Eastern front.” Hitler paled but said 
nothing. He looked at me with an ice-cold glance and pressed a bell on his 
desk. 

When his SS-orderly appeared, he ordered: ‘Call Feldmarschall Keitel 
and General Jodl’ When they entered the room, Hitler said in a calm 
voice: ‘I have to reach a very difficult decision. Before I decide, I want to 
hear your opinion. Shall I give up Stalingrad’ ... Keitel stood at attention 
and said with gleaming eyes: “Mein Fiihrer: Stay on the Volga!’ Jodl was 
more to the point. After giving his overall view, he concluded: ... ’ After 
carefully weighing all considerations, I feel that we have to stay on the 
Volga.’ Hitler said: “Now it’s your turn ... ’ I stood at attention and said: 
‘My opinion remains unchanged ... ’ Hitler kept a calm appearance but I 
sensed that he was boiling with rage. He said: ‘As you see, General, I am 
not alone with my opinion. Two officers, who are senior to you, share my 
view. I will thus remain with my decision ...’ 

Hitler called Géring and asked him: ‘Can you supply 6th Army by 
air’? Géring raised his right arm and said with solemn emphasis: ‘I 
promise that the Luftwaffe will ensure 6th Army’s supply’. Hitler cast a 
triumphant look at me but I said simply: “The Luftwaffe can’t do it.’ 
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Géring looked angrily at me and said: “You are not in a position to make 
such a judgement.’ I turned to Hitler and asked him: ‘May I put a ques- 
tion to the Reichsmarschalk’ “Yes, you may! ‘Do you know, Herr 
Reichsmarschall, the daily amount of tonnage required?’ Géring became 
visibly embarrassed and frowned. He replied: ‘I don’t know, but my staff 
officers do.’ I replied: “The minimum daily need required is 500 tons, 
weather permitting.’ Géring replied: ‘I can do this.’ I lost my temper and 
shouted: “This is a lie.’ Goring was white with fury, like a ghost ... 1 then 
asked Hitler for permission to submit him a daily report of the supplies 
which must reach 6th Army. Géring said that this was none of my busi- 
ness, but Hitler turned him back and allowed me to submit the reports.” 


Manstein was not present at that meeting, but he was in daily phone contact 
with Zeitzler who never left him in the dark. Although Manstein wrote in 
Verlorene Siege that Zeitzler had never been his friend, he admits that Zeitzler had 
spared no effort to support both Paulus and him during the Stalingrad campaign.” 
Zeitzler reduced his own food rations to the level that was available to the soldiers 
of 6th Army, to give Hitler a vivid image of their plight. When Manstein was 
dismissed, Zeitzler had submitted his own resignation in protest.” 

An entry in Manstein’s diary on 25 November can cause raised eye-brows: “If] 
decide to stay put at first, although an attempted breakout is possible, he, Hitler, 
will become more inclined to listen to me than if 1 had changed my orders immedi- 
ately. Anyway, a breakout cannot take place before 28 November.”” Hardly the 
words and thoughts of a Feldmarschall. In his memoirs Manstein admits that he 
made a mistake and that he should immediately have requested a breakout.”! 


Was 6th Army subordinated to Army Group Don? 
Manstein wrote: 


Someone like myself who has participated in the battle in a responsible 
position, even if only from the outside, practically as a ,stand- by, 
Mithandelnder, can be deprived of any influence on its course.” 


He adds: 


The subordination of 6th Army to Army Group Don was more or less a 
fiction. Before that the Army had already been practically subordinated to 
OKH. (However, there is not such a thing as a ‘practical’ subordination, 
one is either subordinated or one is not]. Hitler had nailed it down at 
Stalingrad at a moment when it had still a chance to free itself with its own 


87 The Fatal Dackdaes New York 1956, essay Zeitzler, p. 129-189 (henceforth Fatal 
Decisions).Excerpts quoted in Wieder, p. 306 fF 

88 Verlorene Siege, p. 327 

89 Ibid, p. 615 

90 Knopp, p. 193 

91 Verlorene Siege, p. 337 

92 Ibid, p. 320 





146 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


means. By then it had been reduced to operative immobility. Army 
Group could no longer lead. It was reduced to providing assistance. 

Furthermore, Hitler maintained direct command of the Army 
through his personal Generalstab liaison officer, [at first Major Menzel, 
then Major von Zitzewitz], with whom he was in direct radio communi- 
cation. Even supply remained in Hitler's hands since only he had 
authority over the Luftwaffe. In a formal way it would probably have been 
preferable if I had declined the allocation of 6th Army to Army Group 
Don, since it would not have altered its chain of command to OKH. | 
refrained from this step, since I felt that with the units of my Army Group 
I could give better assistance to 6th Army than OKH.” 


A fiction? Manstein simply a stand-by? Was Manstein again the 
Schlachtenbummler of the first weeks of the battle for France? In this case he could 
have saved himself the trouble of writing a lengthy chapter about Stalingrad and 
contented himself with a few short paragraphs, such as his descriptions of the 
actions of his corps in France. The real fiction is Manstein’s account. 6th Army had 
never been subordinated directly to OKH, initially it was under the authority of 
Army Group South, then Army Group B and finally Army Group Don. Major von 
Zitzewitz had not been sent by Hitler, but by Zeitzler, who wanted to have his own 
liaison man in the Kessel. Zeitzler would confirm this himself in a letter to General 
Doerr after the war. He added that there was never any doubt that the Army Group 
had full authority over 6th Army.” He had had Zitzewitz flown into the Kessel on 
23 November, with the written instruction: “I want you to report to me immedi- 
ately, as soon as possible. You have no command authority. Don’t worry, every- 
thing Paulus is doing is fine. (“Der General Paulus macht alles sehr schin”) ” 

Wieder states that 6th Army never received a direct order from Hitler. He 
writes: 

Contrary to Manstein’s assertions, the liaison officer in the Kessel has 

never encroached upon the authority of the commands of Army Group 

Don and 6th Army. Major von Zitzewitz was not the OKW spy, he was 

the vigilant and well-meaning liaison officer of OKH. All his messages 

were shown to General Schmidt, who added his initials. But soon 

Schmidt felt that while Zitzewitz’s messages left no doubt about the seri- 

ousness of the situation, he looked at them as being worded in a too pessi- 

mistic manner, at too early a date. After that Zitzewitz reached an 
agreement with 6th Army’s Ia, Colonel Elchlepp, that he could convey his 
messages to OKH without showing them to the Army’s chief-of-staff.”* 


It stands to reason that Hitler would have sent an officer of higher rank than a 
major into the Kessel if he really had intended to exercise direct command over 6th 
Army. Zitzewitz was flown out on 20 January, and reported to Hitler in the pres- 
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ence of Keitel and Schmund«t. He told Hitler that one could not order the soldiers 
at Stalingrad to fight to the last bullet, since they were no longer in a state of mind 
to fight, and no bullets were left. Hitler was at first taken aback and then replied: 
“Men regenerate themselves quickly.””” 

Manstein’s statement that he should have declined the ‘allocation’ of 6th 
Army does not stand to reason. Army Group Don was established for the sole 
purpose of a direct command over 6th Army and providing assistance with its 
other units. Manstein had been urgently appointed to his new command since he 
was looked upon as the only German high commander capable of redressing the 
situation. 

Paulus was never in doubt as to who his commander was. At that time his 
admiration for Manstein came close to veneration, and he felt gratified when 
Manstein was appointed. He wrote to Manstein a hand-written letter of 26 
November: “Since I am increasingly snowed under with questions as to the future, 
I would be grateful if I can be provided with more knowledge than hitherto, to 
enable me to raise the level of confidence of my men.” He would then conclude his 
letter with the following sentences: “I may report, Herr Feldmarschall, that | view 
your assumption of command as a guarantee that everything will be done to help 
6th Army. My commanders and my brave men join me in doing everything to 
justify your trust in us.””* 

If Manstein had no authority over Paulus, why did he not reply to him accord- 
ingly? And how could he issue repeated orders to Paulus if he was not invested with 
direct command? 


The flight into the Kessel which never took place 


Manstein would never fly into the Kessel. This was probably his major failure at 
Stalingrad In Verlorene Siege he wrote: 


I decided to fly into the Kessel and consult with Paulus. After pressing 
entreaties by my chief-of-staff and my Ia, | desisted. Under prevailing 
weather conditions, | could well have been kept there for two or more 
days. An absence of such duration from my headquarters could not be 
tolerated, in view of the tense situation of our other armies, and my neces- 
sity to continuously inform OKH of the views of the Army Group. I 
therefore sent my chief-of-staff, General Schulz, and at a later date, my Ia, 
Colonel Busse. 


Manstein added that neither Schulz nor Busse viewed the situation of 6th 
Army unfavourably, provided adequate supply was available. Schmidt contributed 
his optimism: “It simply must work. We can start by eating all the horses in the 
Kessel.” Manstein admitted that this attitude could also develop into a danger, and 
that subsequent events would confirm it.'” 
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At a later date, Manstein sent Major Eismann on short visits to the Kessel. 
When Eismann arrived, Paulus said to Adam: “I simply fail to understand how 
Manstein can send a major to report about the growing catastrophe instead of 
coming himself.” Beevor comments: 


Feldmarschall von Manstein sent Major Eismann, one of his intelligence 
officers, into the Kessel by air, on 19 December. His mission, Manstein 
claimed later, was to brief Paulus and Schmidt to prepare the 6th Army 
for operation Thunderclap, ie Donnerschlag. Different versions and 
different interpretations of what was said at this meeting will never be 
resolved. 

However, it is clear that Manstein still avoided taking the responsibility 
for disobeying Hitler. He would not give Paulus a clear lead and refused, 
no doubt for sound reasons of security, to fly into the Kessel to discuss the 
matter with him face to face. (Sound reasons of security’ is unfair to 
Manstein. Manstein showed himself to be a moral coward at Stalingrad, 
but he never feared for his life in battle). Yet Manstein must have known 
from the start that Paulus, a firm believer in the chain of command, 
would never have broken out without a formal order from higher 
command. Manstein’s efforts in his memoirs to absolve himself from any 
blame for the fate of 6th Army are curiously exaggerated, as well as unfair 
to Paulus. 


It would appear that he suffered from an uneasy conscience, yet no one 
blamed him. Beevor should have added “at that time” ... 


The whole ‘Breakout or Defence’ debate is thus a purely academic diver- 
sion from real issues. In fact, one suspects that the formidably intelligent 
Manstein recognised it, at that time. He made a great show of sending 
Major Eismann, his intelligence officer, into the Kessel to prepare 6th 
Army for operation Thunderclap. Yet Manstein knew that Hitler, who 
had again reaffirmed his determination not to move from the Volga, 
would never change his mind.” 


Manstein’s arguments in justifying his decision to dispatch Schulz and Busse 
in his stead are not convincing. There was as yet no danger for his ‘other armies,’ 
since the size of Army Group Don was increased only after the end of Stalingrad. 
All troops under his command at that time were either in the Kesse/ or engaged in 
relief attempts. Even if weather conditions had kept Manstein the Kessel for a few 
days, no crisis would have arisen. Communications between Army Group head- 
quarters and 6th Army were still unimpaired. 

Manstein had a very competent staff to whom he could transmit his instruc- 
tions. He was certainly able to follow operations at his headquarters with his situa- 
tion map and the daily reports of 6th Army. Schulz and Busse were well qualified to 
convey the views of Army Group Don to 6th Army. Surprisingly, they did not do it. 

Wieder emphasised that 6th Army was never informed of the intentions of 
Army Group Don. He recalls a conversation with Captain Toepke, the first 
quarter-master of 6th Army, who complained: 
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... about the total lack of content in the exchanges between Army Group 
Don and 6th Army. Precise questions put by Paulus to Manstein about 
the general situation and, in particular, the availability of air supply, were 
only answered with vague promises. I had expected Manstein to convey 
comprehensive replies to our Army commander, in particular with indi- 
cations of dates on which supplies could be expected. This never 
happen rm Ra 


However, there was an overriding necessity for Manstein to make a personal 
flight into the Kessel. Manstein had to judge if Paulus was up to the demands of his 
command, in particular under the circumstances that had arisen. Manstein knew 
Paulus well from their time in the Generalstab and he was aware that Paulus was 
named a Fabius cunctator, ie a great delayer. During the war he could add personal 
experiences to Paulus’ lack of decisiveness. On 5 June 1941 he wrote a personal 
letter to Paulus, who was at that time Oberquartiermeister 1, and complained about 
the insufficient equipment given to his LVI Motorized Corps: 


Dear Paulus, I have sent my enclosed request through channels. I am not 
convinced that it will ever reach you. Perhaps you will find it possible to 
give my corps the equipment requested by me. Maybe you will recall that 
the availability of assault guns is solely due to me during my time as head 
of operations at the Oberquartiermeister | department. I think I am enti- 
tled to at least receive some.” 


Paulus never replied and Halder’s refusal has already been mentioned. Only a 
personal visit to 6th Army could have permitted Manstein to get a picture of the 
Byzantine situation which had arisen within the Army’s staff and which can be 
likened to a Kafka novel. Manstein would then have to judge if Paulus should be 
replaced. An Army Group Commander could not relieve an Army Commander on 
his own authority, but he could request his ‘relief if he felt that he could not cope 
with the situation. Paulus was never a favourite of Hitler and although Hitler had 
little sympathy for Manstein, he was aware of Manstein’s unique capacity and it 
can safely be assumed that he would have acceded to such a request. It would have 
been easy to find a successor for Paulus within 6th Army. Corps commanders like 
Hube, Seydlitz or Strecker were certainly up to the requirements of Army 
Command. Had Manstein met a refusal by Hitler, he could have requested his own 
‘relief. If confronted with a choice between Manstein and Paulus, Hitler would 


certainly not have given preference to the latter. 


Did Manstein issue an order to launch Operation 
Donnerschlag: 


A statement that he never issued such an order would be a gross simplification. In 
fact there were two orders by Manstein with explicit reference to Donnerschlag. 
One was not communicated to 6th Army, the second was passed on with an 
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explicit reservatio mentalis, that is, a ‘silent disagreement,’ when it would be unwise 
to ‘openly disagree’. 

Manstein’s first order of 18 December, which was not communicated to 6th 
Army, read in excerpts: “... As soon as the supply situation permits, 6th Army is to 
break out in the direction of Donskaya Tsaritsa on both sides of Buzinovka ... 
Date and hour of the attack to be communicated on the same day and hour ...”'™ 

The second order was sent on 19 December to AOK 6. AOK, 
Armeeoberkommando, is the term for the whole staff of an army, followed by the 
army’s number. It has to be reproduced in full, since it was a bone of contention 
among military historians, over a number of years, in their dispute about 
Manstein’s responsibility at Stalingrad. All readers must be given the opportunity 
to judge this order for themselves: 


¢ 4th Panzer Army and its XLVII Corps have beaten the enemy in the sector 
Verchne-Kimsky and have reached the Mychkovka sector at Nish-Kimsky. 
Further attacks against strong enemy forces have been started in the area of 
Kamenka and further north. Difficult combats to be expected. Situation on 
the front along the Tchir does not permit an advance towards Kalatch, west of 
the Don River. (Kalatch was the city where the two pincers of the Red Army 
made their junction and closed the Kessel.) The bridge over the Don at 
Tchirskaya continues to be held by the enemy. 

¢ 6th Army launches the offensive Wintergewitter at the earliest possible date. It 
has to foresee the possibility, if required, to establish a connection with XLVII 
Corps over Donskaya-Tsaritsa, in order to permit the arrival of supplies. 

* Developments can lead to a situation which expands the attack, mentioned 
under 2. to Mychovka. Code word Donnerschlag. In such a case, it becomes 
necessary to establish the connection to XLVII Corps with the assistance of 
Panzer units. Thereafter, they must cover the flanks at lower Karpovka and 
along Tcherwlenaya, taking a step-by-step withdrawal from the fortress. 
Circumstances may demand that Donnerschlag immediately follow 
Wintergewitter. Supply by air will be continuously provided, with no sizeable 
reserves available. Continued defence of the airstrip at Pitomnik is important. 
All light weaponry must be withdrawn from the fortress. Artillery guns which 
are combat-ready, and with available ammunition, are likewise to be 
withdrawn, as well as other equipment which is difficult to replace. Such 
equipment to be assembled in good time in the South-West. 

¢ The operation foreseen in 3. above, has to be prepared. Execution only after 
express order Donnerschlag. 

° Day and hour of operation in 2. to be reported.'” 


A glance at the situation map shows that this was an order with considerable 
daring, since Manstein foresaw the possibility of giving up Stalingrad (named ‘the 
fortress’ in his order), in contradiction of Hitler’s order to hold on to the city. 
Uhle-Wertler is the only German military historian of high standing, who remains 
adamant in his opinion that no blame can be directed against Manstein. He insists 
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that Paulus was solely responsible in preventing Manstein’s order being carried 
out. He wrote: 


Since Hitler would not agree to a breakout, Manstein had to act ... He 
could not issue a clear order to ‘break out’ that Hitler would immediately 
have repealed. However, he could order an operation that gave the 
appearance of assisting a relief attack, while simultaneously rendering it 
impossible to remain the Kessel, thus forcing a breakout. That was exactly 
what Manstein ordered, and none of the many who criticize him have 
been able to suggest a better alternative. ““ 


I happen to be one of the ‘many who criticize Manstein’ and feel that there was 
an alternative. Manstein’s order is simply total confusion. Kehrig writes that it 
cannot even be called an order and that Paulus and Schmidt could not be expected 
to guess Manstein’s ‘intentions’ in such unclear wording. He adds that it is, mildly 
speaking, strange that Manstein issued his ‘order’ with a reservatio mentalis, ie a 
silent disagreement, in the purported expectation that AOK6 would notice that he 
wrote about Wintergewitter, while meaning Donnerschlag. He concludes that 
Manstein simply engaged in an exercise of ‘dialectics’, which neither Paulus nor 
Schmidt could be expected to comprehend.’ 

Wintergewitter was a relief attempt, to be undertaken by Army Group Don. 
6th Army was to attempt to link up, if it had sufficient fuel reserves, and reach the 
same location as the troops of Army Group Don. However, the fuel reserves of 6th 
Army were barely sufficient to cover a distance of 30 to 40 kilometres. That was not 
enough for an assembly in the locations required for Donnerschlag. Nor was it suffi- 
cient to attack and join up with the troops of Army Group Don which were 50 
kilometres away. 

An assembly, not to speak of actions thereafter, was only possible if the 
Luftwaffe could immediately supply 1,000 tons of fuel and 500 tons of food 
rations. At that time, its capacity did not exceed 100 tons a day. Paulus sent daily 
reports to OKH about his fuel reserves. Since Hitler had reached the decision not to 
abandon Stalingrad, their insufficiency was welcome news to him. When Manstein 
remonstrated with him, he received the reply: “Why are you pestering me? Paulus 
has fuel for 20 or 30 kilometres only, he tells me himself that he is unable to break 
out.” 

Most of the horses required for artillery guns had already been slaughtered and 
without artillery support combat was impossible. Many of the soldiers had suffered 
wounds, most were already undernourished. But then they were required to 
proceed, through steppes covered with ice, against massive Russian tank concen- 
trations, without support from Panzer and artillery, clearly a mission impossible.'” 
Wintergewitter was a desperate attempt that had to be rapidly halted when the units 
of Army Group Don were on the verge of becoming encircled. In Verlorene Siege, 
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Manstein describes Wintergewitter as a race for life or death and added that its fate 
was sealed on Christmas Eve.'"° 

General von Senger und Etterlin, commanded the 17th Panzer Division 
which was the only division at full strength during the operation. He wrote: 


It is striking that the attempt to free Stalingrad was made with such inade- 
quate resources ... One full strength and two only half strength divisions 
had to launch an offensive over a distance of 100 kilometres! ... The 
elements of surprise had long disappeared. For more than two weeks the 
divisions had already faced a stronger opponent. Even if surprise had been 
achieved, they would not have been able to hold the large area that still 
remained to be conquered. It was obvious to us that the enemy would use 
all means available to him to prevent any relief operation and that he 
would not allow victory to slip through his fingers. The weakness of our 


own troops showed that no adequate reserves were available." 


Manstein’s order put the inititiative for Wintergewitter on to 6th Army, at a 
moment when it was increasingly pushed back into the city. It had previously been 
ordered to engage only such forces in Wintergewitter as could be spared from the 
defence of the city centre.''” The ‘earliest possible date’ mentioned in point 2 of 
Manstein’s order lacks precision. It left the date of the action to the discretion of 
the Army Commander. Under normal circumstances this is logical, since only the 
Army Commander knows when his Army is ready for action. But Manstein knew 
the Fabius cunctator Paulus well enough to realise that he would only act if he 
received an order with a precise date. Manstein should have added to his order: 
“Report to me immediately when your Army is ready for action”, and then deter- 
mined the date on his own responsibility. 

Donnerschlag is defined as an auxiliary operation, with the express reservation 
that it could only be launched after a separate order by Army Group Don. In 
Paulus’ eyes, which Schmidt confirmed in an affidavit after the war, Donnerschlag 
was a separate action with the sole purpose of permitting a break-out attempt. This 
is clearly evident from a conversation between Manstein and Paulus, over the 
phone on 23 December, which is reported by Stahlberg: “Paulus said to Manstein: 
‘Herr Feldmarschall, | beseech you to order me to break out.’ In spite of the defec- 
tive voice connection, since conversations had to be conducted through ‘mincing’ 
equipment, I clearly heard the imploring tone in Paulus’ voice. 

Manstein had replied: “Paulus, I can’t give you such an order. However, 
should you decide to act on your own, I will do all I can to assist you.”'’* Paulus 
then asked Manstein if he could give him authority to take preliminary steps for 
Donnerschlag. 


110  Verlorene Siege, p. 360 

111 F.von Senger und Etterlin, Krieg in Europa, Cologne 1960, p.74 
112 Details in Kehrig, p. 394 ff 

113 Stahlberg, p. 250 


MANSTEIN AND THE BATTLE FOR STALINGRAD 153 


Manstein replied: “I can’t give you authority today, I hope to be able to reach a 
decision tomorrow.”'™* Paulus then asked Manstein if he could at least mentally 
prepare his corps for Donnerschlag. 

Manstein told him: “Wait for a later call from General Schulz to General 
Schmidt.” 

The conversation then continued and, at the end, Paulus asked: “Will the call 
from General Schulz to General Schmidt come now?” 

Manstein replied: “No further calls to be expected.”''* On that day Manstein 
spoke to Heusinger and made a surprisingly positive comment about the Red 
Army: “The Fihrer had better realise that the Russians also have tank corps and are 
as good as ourselves in their command.”'"® 

Breithaupt criticized Stahlberg’s account, which he labelled as one of his ‘sto- 
ries’. He wrote that communications between an Army Group and an Army could 
no longer be conducted by voice after 10 December, but only by means of 
‘decimetre equipment.’ Breithaupt is only correct as far as the date of 23 December 
is concerned, because phone communications between Army Group Don and the 
Kessel had been broken off the day before. Therefore Stahlberg cannot have heard 
the ‘imploring tone’ of Paulus, probably this is one of his inventions in his attempts 
to paint a vivid picture. With his other comments, Breithaupt shows that he has 
simply not done his homework, since ‘decimetre equipment’ was an instrument 
that was designed to permit voice communication under the most unfavourable 
conditions and without the danger of being overheard. Colonel Arnold, the staff 
officer who installed the decimetre equipment at 6th Army wrote in a report that is 
kept at the BA-MA: 


... | ried at first to install decimetre equipment on the heights along the 
Don River. However, the altitude was insufficient, and we could not 
obtain voice communication. Then I had a wooden tower erected. The 
first two were destroyed by Russian artillery fire, but the third did func- 
tion. Suddenly, I heard the voice of Feldmarschall yon Manstein who 
asked to speak immediately to Paulus. I ran into Paulus’ bunker. He was 
sitting at his desk, with his head buried in both hands. I gave him the 
receiver and said, ‘Manstein is on the line.’ Paulus said: ‘Arnold, stop 
making silly jokes.’ Then he heard Manstein’s voice and was simply elec- 
trified. A long conversation ensued. 

From that day on, six to eight hours of conversations would take 
place every night, both between the two commanders in chief, the quar- 
termasters and other staff officers. The last two hours were reserved for 
conversations with families in Germany. During the day, the tower would 
be taken down. News that it was possible to phone home spread like wild- 
fire through the Kesse/ and improved morale. I even recall one marriage 
ceremony over the phone between a soldier in the Kesse/ and his bride in 
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Germany. We lost this communication on 22 December 1942, when we 


had to retreat from the Don heights.'” 


This passage shows how easy some historians, in this case Breithaupt, make it 
for themselves when they intend to deprecate a colleague. The ‘imploring tone’ is 
without relevance since the conversation was recorded fully in the war diaries of 
Army Group Don and 6th Army. 

Other means of voice communications were apparently still somehow avail- 
able after that date. In a letter to the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung of 22 February 
1988, the daughter of Colonel Selle, the chief engineering officer of 6th Army, 
wrote: 


... My father’s diary records a letter to his wife which mentions a phone 
conversation with her around 16 January 1943. ... My father never 
expected this call to come through, but he succeeded again on 23 January. 
Thus, the possibility of isolated communications remained at least until 


this date. 


Finally, if as Manstein wrote, 6th Army was not subordinated to his Army 
Group, how could he promise an authority to Paulus that he himself did not 
possess? Furthermore, if he intended to cover an independent action by Paulus, a 
simple intimation at the end of a phone call was insufficient. A face-to-face conver- 
sation with Paulus was required which would have provided him with full informa- 
tion about the Army Group’s intentions and possibilities, and permitted him to 
reach a decision. 

When General Schmidt returned from captivity in 1956, Manstein’s past 
caught up with him. General Schmidt was adamant that Manstein’s ‘break out 
order had never reached 6th Army and he engaged in increasingly sharp polemics 
with Verlorene Siege. He received support from General Friedrich-Wilhelm Hauck 
who went on record with a statement that the war diary of 6th Army showed no 
record of the purported order. (As a colonel, Hauck had been the quartermaster of 
Manstein’s 11th Army). Hauck was supported by General Heim, who referred to 
the ‘decimeter’ tapes and said that “Manstein simply can’t get away with his state- 
ments, He simply wants to shed any responsibility.” Manstein refused to enter 
personally into any discussion or to take part at round table conferences where 


both opinions were discussed, stating that such meetings were “below his 
» 118 


dignity”. 


Could Donnerschlag have succeeded? 


Without doubt Hitler would have issued a counter-order. Kehrig feels that an 
order by Manstein, in direct contradiction to previous orders by Hitler, could only 
have succeeded if radio communications to the outside had broken down.'’” This 
can be questioned. An order by Manstein given in agreement with the 
Commander in Chief of 6th Army and all its Corps Commanders, is carried out 
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without delay. The first step would have been to cut off all radio communications 
to the outside. New commanders, down to division level, would have had to be 
appointed, and they had to put new staffs together. This takes time while the brea- 
out proceeds. Kehrig wrote that Manstein had two possibilities, either resign his 
command without having given an order to break out, or simply issue such an 
order with the risk of being dismissed.'”° Manstein did neither. Kehrig felt that his 
account in Verlorene Siege is simply an ex post facto, ie an ‘after the event’ attempt to 
put responsibility on others. '”" 


Chuikov on Donnerschlag 


Chuikov wrote that an outbreak attempt by Paulus would have served no purpose: 


Had Paulus broken out, he would have been compelled to leave all his 
mobile equipment, his artillery and all his heavy weaponry behind. Our 
fire-power was so intense that only few men could have left the ruins of 
the city. Not all of 6th Army was encircled at Stalingrad. Some units had 
remained in the outskirts. It would have been possible to concentrate 
them in a narrow sector and to attempt a breakout on 23 or 24 December. 
Supposing that it had succeeded, all equipment would have had to be 
abandoned before they could reach open territory and fuel was at its end. 
6th Army would have been exposed to our blows in frost and snow- 
storms. Napoleon lost his Army during his retreat from Moscow to the 
Berezina. Paulus would have lost his army much earlier in the steppe.'” 


Chuikov’s statement is simply common sense. His strong defence of Manstein 
not withstanding, Uhle-Wettler sides with Chuikov and writes that only ‘debris’, 
Trimmer, could have gone through.'” 


Should 6th Army have accepted the Russian offer of 
surrender of 8 January 1943? 


Manstein denies it. In the relevant passage in Verlorene Siege he reverts to his ‘draw 
theory’ which became an obsession as the war progressed: 


I can certainly not be reproached for never having criticized Hitler’s military 
decisions and actions. However, in this instance I fully share his decision. It 
was necessary at that time, even if it had harsh human consequences. 

I will not dwell on the principle that an Army cannot be allowed to 
surrender if it is still able to fight. To negate this rule would mean the end 
of every military code of behaviour. Until better times come, when states 
can dispense with Armies and soldiers, laws of military honour have to be 
preserved. Even a hopeless fight does not justify surrender. If every 
commander were to surrender when he considered his situation to be 
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without issue, a war could never be won. In many situations that appeared 
desperate, salvation could still be found. Paulus had the soldier’s duty to 
refuse surrender, unless further combat had been useless. 

This brings us to the central question, ‘if Hitler’s refusal to permit 
surrender, in which Army Group had concurred, was justified.’ Even if 
further resistance was hopeless in the long run, 6th Army still had to play a 
decisive role, within the context of the general situation, by binding the 
forces that opposed it. At that time it was not yet certain that Germany 
would lose the war. A military draw that would have led to a political draw 
was still within the realms of possibilities. 


Yeremenko voiced a contrary opinion: 


Anyone who makes an objective analysis, will come to the opinion that 
further resistance was meaningless in mid-January ... Manstein must 
have realised this, since he knew that the German units, which had been 
earmarked for relief, had been beaten far back in the direction of Rostov. 
At that time, the troops in the Kesse/ had already fulfilled their strategic 
and operative task of binding the Russian units on the Volga, and they 
had no fighting strength left. If Manstein had not shared Hitler’s 
opinion and had had the courage to permit Paulus to surrender, 6th 
Army would not have lost 90,000 prisoners but as many as 150,000 to 
200,000 solders would have survived. 6th Army suffered its heaviest 
casualties during the days between 15 January to 2 February. Further- 
more, a simple calculation can evidence that our troops around Stalin- 
grad would not have been able to participate in the battle against the 
Germans retreating from the Caucasus since they would have needed 
two to three weeks before regrouping. They were never intended to be 
used on the Caucasus front. After a period of rest they were destined for 
another area of the front.” 


One has to concede, that the Soviet general who commanded the ‘Stalingrad 
front’, had better knowledge of the assignment of his troops than Manstein. 
General Doerr agrees with Yeremenko’s 6th Army’s casualty figures during the 
final phase and puts the numbers of killed in action, in the last two weeks, at not 
less than 100,000. '7 

Soon after, Manstein would show at least part of the courage which 
Yeremenko denies him. He made repeated requests that Hitler permit 6th Army to 
surrender. Army Group’s Don war diary of 22 January has an account of a conver- 
sation between Manstein, Hitler, Zeitzler, Heusinger and Schmundr, It lasted for 
several hours because of repeated interruptions due to the weather conditions: 


22 January, 10.23 am. Call from OB Manstein to Zeitzler: Have you 
communicated my yesterday's views about possible negotiations by 6th 
Army to the Fihrer? 
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Zeitzler: Yes. Fiihrer has refused for the time being. Army has to continue 
to fight. 
3.15 pm OB: Have you spoken again to the Fiihrer? 


Zeitzler: Yes. Fiihrer does not trust any promises by the Russians. Army 
must continue to hold out. 


5.40 pm. OB: OKH has to decide if Paulus shall be permitted to nego- 
tiate. If he agrees, observance of the Geneva convention must be a condi- 
tion. Either OKH has to wire the Russian directly or Paulus has to do it 
himself. Paulus has to get a reply to his last radio message. 


Schmundt: Fiihrer has just dictated his reply. Army has to fight until the 
last bullet, even if the Kessel is increasingly reduced. Fihrer feels that 


surrender will not improve army’s condition. 


OB: One can insist upon observance of the Geneva convention. The 
Russian can’t refuse this. Schmundt: Fishrer says that the Russian can’t 
feed 6th Army’s troops. 


OB: We could propose to supply 6th Army with food by plane during the 
fourteen days. 


Schmundt: I connect you with the Fiihrer. 

Hitler: Heil, Herr Feldmarschall. 

OB: Heil, mein Fiihrer. | respectfully ask for a reply concerning Paulus. 
Hitler: My reply is on the way. 

Here communications are interrupted. Thereafter Schmundt picks up the 
phone: 

Do you really believe, Herr Feldmarschall, that the Russian will observe 


the Geneva convention? 


OB: 1 don’t believe that he can refuse. Will he adhere to it? This cannot be 
affirmed with certainty. 


Hitler picks up the phone: Russian promises will only serve as a pretext. I 
know how difficult things are with 6th Army. I suffer myself ... history of 
hundreds, nay thousand years (parts of his sentence not audible because of 
bad communications). The Russian offer can’t be accepted. Army has to 
fire until the last bullet. 


OB: And if no last bullet remains? 


Hitler: This will not change 6th Army’s condition. Paulus has to hold, 
even if the Kessel is reduced. He is still binding important enemy units. I 
am looking into the possibility of strengthening the defence with Ist 
Panzer Army, it can be brought there from the North. 


OB: We have to face the fact that 6th Army will collapse anyway. Enemy 
units will then become available at other fronts held by Army Group. 
Probably they will reach Starobielsk within three to four weeks. 
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Hitler had not heard the last sentence due to bad communications. Then 
he continued; 


Even if Paulus can only hold out for a few more days, this is helpful, espe- 
cially for your Army Group, Herr Feldmarschall. | am now looking into 
the possibility to strengthen you with Ist Panzer Army. We will then 
establish a small bridgehead on the Taman peninsula. Honour forbids 
any surrender and, besides, the Russian will not keep his promises. Heit 


5.55 pm: End of the conversations. 


Now Manstein was the Fabius cunctator, the great delayer. He asks for permis- 
sion to surrender but refrains from ordering it. 


Captain Behr’s mission 

Fate had it that Winrich Behr and I were schoolmates at the Berlin French Gymna- 
sium from 1934 to 1936. The French Gymnasium had been founded by the Prus- 
sian Prince Elector when Louis XIV expelled the Huguenots from France. Tuition 
continues be in French until this day. We did not meet at school as Behr was four 
years older. Our first personal meeting took place in 1998, when I was engaged in 
research for my Model biography. 

The mission is mentioned in detail in every book dealing with Stalingrad. 
2003 was the sixtieth anniversary of the fall of the city and Behr appears in every 
movie produced by German television to commemorate this event. His mission 
had no direct impact on the battle, but his account conveys an interesting and vivid 
picture of the prevailing situation at 6th army, and at Hitler’s and Manstein’s head- 
quarters. 

Behr had been decorated with the Knight’s Cross in North Africa, in 1941, 
when he was a lieutenant in Panzeraufklarungsabteilung 3. It was the reconnais- 
sance unit of a Panzer Division that consisted of five companies, one of which was 
equipped with anti-tank guns. On 29 April 1941, he was mentioned by name in 
the daily Wehrmacht communiqué for exceptional bravery. At Stalingrad, he served 
as 04 on 6th Army’s staff. He had already completed his training as a Generalstab 
officer, but was not yet a formal member. He did not yet wear the uniform of a 
Generalstab officer with its distinct shoulder straps, collar patches and the carmine- 
red trouser stripes, but was clad in the black Panzer battle dress. 

As the battle neared the end, Paulus was growing increasingly desperate. A 
number of senior officers had been sent out of the Kesse/, in an attempt to convince 
Hitler of the gravity of the situation, and to implore him to take whatever steps 
were still possible. All failed, some took advantage of the occasion not to return. 
Paulus hoped that perhaps a young and highly decorated front-line officer, 
appearing in black combat dress, might appeal more to Hitler than his previous 
General emissaries. Behr was to stress the urgent need for an immediate relief oper- 
ation and for adequate supply. If neither was possible, 6th Army should receive 
permission to take action under its own responsibility. The real intention was to 
obtain permission to surrender. 

Behr was flown out on 13 January 1943 and reported to Manstein. He was 
well received, and Manstein listened carefully to his description of 6th Army’s 
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plight. He then ordered Behr to repeat every word he had told him to Hitler. He 
warned that he would be surprised if Hitler could be convinced. Manstein phoned 
Zeitzler to make sure that Behr would be immediately received upon arrival. Behr 
attended two situation meetings. The first was in the evening of 14 January, and 
the next on the following day. 

Before going into the first meeting, Behr had been warned by his brother-in- 
law, Hitlers’s Luftwaffe adc von Below, of Hitler’s tactics when receiving 
unpleasant news. Hitler would engage in a long monologue and then break off the 
conversation. Hitler met Behr in the ante-room, greeted him with: “Heil, Herr 
Hauptmann,” shook his hand, and took him to the situation room, where around 
twenty senior officers were present. Zeitzler did not attend and Jodl presented the 
daily situation report. 

As expected, Hitler followed Jodl’s presentation with a monologue that lasted 
one and a half hours. During it he told Behr several times: “Report this to your 
Generaloberst.” When Hitler finished and was preparing to leave, Behr asked for 
permission to speak and said that he had been ordered by Paulus to present a totally 
candid report to Hitler. Hitler then listened to him without interrupting, even 
when Behr reported on the increasing number of desertions by German soldiers. 
Generals Keitel, Jodl, Warlimont and Schmundt stood behind Hitler’s back and 
made angry gestures to have Behr shut up. Keitel repeatedly wagged his finger at 
him. The meeting lasted for three hours and Behr was ordered to appear again on 
the following day, 15 January. 

When Zeitzler returned, Behr reported to him. Zeitzler reprimanded him for 
having gone into the meeting without first having reported to him, but added that 
he agreed with every word that Behr had said to Hitler. He asked Behr to carry a 
detailed letter from him back to Paulus, in which he intended to give Paulus a 
detailed review of the situation on the Eastern front. 

In his post-war accounts, Behr would say that he felt that only Keitel, Jodl, 
Schmundt, and Warlimont believed that Stalingrad could somehow be rescued. 
But, while it was evident that Hitler had already written off the Kesse/, he thought 
in terms of a ‘heroes’ epic.’ Hitler made great case of immediate relief, a Panzer 
| Corps, which had been transferred from the West and which was in the process of 
being unloaded at Charkov, some 600 kilometres away from Stalingrad. Manstein 
had already informed Behr that the Corps had been nearly destroyed by Russian 
T-34 tanks while being unloaded. Furthermore, Hitler promised increased air 
supply by bringing Luftwaffe transport planes over from North Africa and Italy. It 
was obvious to any officer that a number of weeks would be required for them to 
arrive and become equipped for the Russian climate. 

Behr would write that he was shocked at Hitler’s unrealistic shuffling around 
of divisions, regiments, and battalions on the situation maps, as if they were fresh 
units with prescribed strength. As of that moment, he had lost all his previous 
respect for Hitler and the Generals surrounding him. In a recent magazine article, 
he repeated that, as of that day, he had simply written Hitler off. 

On 15 January, Behr made his report to Zeitzler. Then Schmundt requested 
that Behr remain. After a two-hour discussion, Schmundt asked him what he 
would tell Paulus. Behr replied that he would have to report that there was no hope 


of relief, nor of permission to take independent action. Schmundr then said in an 


160 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


abrupt manner: “There are no more possibilities for you to fly back into the Kessel. I 
am transferring you to the special staff of Feldmarschall Milch.” Milch was a 
Luftwaffe Feldmarschalland had been made responsible for air supply of the Kessel. 

Behr decided to attempt to fly back into the Kessel in spite of Schmundt’s 
order. When he arrived at the airfield at Taganrog, the transport officer in charge 
told him that Schmundt had phoned him with express orders to prevent Behr’s 
return and his plane was grounded. 

While still at Hitler’s headquarters, Behr was approached by Colonel Stieff 
and Lieutenant Colonel Klamroth, both of whom would be hanged after the 20 
July plot. Klamroth had been Behr’s tutor, his Fahnrichsvater at his first officer 
course in 1938. Both asked him in what Beevor called ‘a coded manner””” whether 
he would join a movement to oust Hitler. 

Behr confirmed to me that this conversation took place as described by 
Beevor. Beevor had obtained the details from him when interviewing him for his 
book on Stalingrad. Behr believed that Stieff and Klamroth were very discreet, 
since they did not know how close he was to Below, who was very devoted to 
Hitler. Behr replied that he had just experienced a shock, after his report to Hitler, 
and felt that he could not yet make a complete about-turn. Klamroth then warned 
him to be careful with Manstein: “At table, he is very much against Hitler, but he 
just shoots his mouth off. If Hitler were to order him to turn left or right, he would 
do exactly as he was told.”'* 

Manstein would indeed engage in jokes about Hitler when talking with his 
staff officers. He often called Hitler a Pinkelstratege, literally a ‘peeing’ strategist. 
He had a dachshund that he had coached to raise its right paw in the Nazi salute. 

Behr told me that he took Klamroth’s advice but added that Manstein received 
him upon his return with utmost politeness, listening carefully to his report. 
Stahlberg wrote that Behr was irritated and added: 


Hitler had given him a most optimistic account. 6th Army had to stay at 
Stalingrad, which was of decisive importance for the war. Then the greatest 
Kessel offensive in world history would be launched under the command of 
Feldmarschallvon Manstein. Army Group Don, and Army Group A would 
join with 6th Army and launch an offensive which would lead to the anni- 
hilation of all Russian units in the South. Manstein was simply speechless. 
‘Behr, do you really believe this nonsense? Behr replied: ‘Herr 
Feldmarschall, | must believe what I am told by the Supreme Commander. 
Whom else can I believe if not the Supreme Commander?” ” 


In a thirteen-page letter to Stahlberg on 26 October 1987, Behr took excep- 
tion to this account. He wrote that, after more than forty years had gone by, he was 
not able to remember every word that was said. But he thought it was somewhat 
improbable that Manstein would have questioned him about Hitler's credibility in 
Busse’s presence. If this had taken place, however, Behr could not exclude that he 
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had used the words which Stahlberg attributes to him, since the conversation 
would have had an official character.'° 

While Behr’s mission did not change the course of events, it led to repercus- 
sions within Germany. Until 15 January, the German press had only reported 
somewhat casually about Stalingrad. The German public at home had little knowl- 
edge of the suffering that the soldiers of 6th Army endured. Behr says that the 
soldiers in the Kessel had an increasing impression that 6th Army was simply 
forgotten at home, and that wild rumours were in abundance. 

When Behr told Manstein that OKH seemed to have little awareness about the 
situation in the Kesse/, Manstein was irritated and phoned Zeitzler: “Captain Behr, 
O4 of 6th Army told me that the Fiirer was impressed with his report and that he 
was not aware of the seriousness of the situation. How is this possible? I have never 
left any doubts about this.” '*'Zeitzler replied: “I have always reported this to the 
Fiihrer. The 04 of 6th Army was here and has given a totally clear account. I have 
always foreseen that it would come to this.” 

Generalleutnant (Bundeswehr) Freytag von Loringhoven was one of the last 
officers to be flown out with letters from the soldiers to their relatives. At Stalingrad 
he was a major and commanded a Panzer Battalion. He reported to Manstein 
before he could wash and change his clothes. He was received by Stahlberg, who 
was startled, and did not shake his hand, because he feared that Freytag von 
Loringoven could be covered with lice. Freytag von Loringhoven told me that this 
was certainly possible. He was then brought to Manstein who received him 
politely, but conveyed the impression of a cold and distant man. He then reported 
to Generaloberst von Richthofen who received him surlily in his sleeping-car and 
told him that he had no time to spare. Feldmarschall Milch then took care of him, 
arranged a sleeping-car compartment, and provided him with meat, butter and 
honey. 

During the last days, Manstein would become unnerved during the discus- 
sions among his officers about the responsibility for the disaster. He had Schulz 
issue an order that they had to cease, since they could do nothing to change the 
facts of the matter and could only cause damage by undermining confidence. Offi- 
cers were also forbidden to discuss the causes for the destruction of 6th Army in 
their personal correspondence.’ 

The Stalingrad chapter in Verlorene Siege ends with the same pathos as its 
beginning: 

Officers and soldiers of 6th Army have by their courage and their sacrifice 

erected a monument which, while not sculpted in marble or rock, will 

remain over the years as a memory. An invisible document engraved with 


the words written at the beginning of the description of this greatest 
soldierly tragedy.” 
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On 30 January, Géring made a speech in Berlin that was listened to at Stalin- 
grad over radio. He quoted the Thermopylae verse and added that it was indif- 
ferent to the German soldier if he fell at Rshev, at Stalingrad, or in Africa. This 
speech caused an uproar among the soldiers of 6th Army, some yelled ‘switch it 
off. Survivors told Beevor “that it was Goring, of all people, who was delivering 
their own funeral speech. He heaped insult on injury. Some officers joked bitterly 
that the suicide of the Jews on the top of Masada might have been a more appro- 
priate comparison than Thermopylae. They did not realise quite how accurate they 
were. Hitler was indeed counting on a mass suicide, above all of senior officers.”'® 

However, at his first meeting with Manstein after the surrender on 5 February, 
Hitler would cut short any recrimination: 


I bear the sole responsibility for Stalingrad. I could perhaps say that 
Géring has given me an erroneous view about the Luftwaffe capacity, and 
thus shoulder him with part of the blame. However, I have myself 
appointed him as my successor, since 1 September 1939, and therefore I 
cannot let him assume a share of my responsibility.'” 


Manstein adds: “It is certainly commendable that Hitler admitted his respon- 
sibility and did not search for a scapegoat.”'** Manstein may well have feared that 
Hitler would make him the scapegoat. 


Excursus: Operation Uranus 


The Russian counteroffensive, Uranus, ranks unique among the major strategic 
operations of World War II. It was the only operation of its kind where planning 
and execution were left exclusively to the military commanders, without interfer- 
ence from the political side. Stalin retained supreme control, but only after 
approving the basics of the plan. Stalin limited himself to deciding on the choice of 
the commander for the final assault Koltso. 

The Kessel and the subsequent destruction of 6th Army was planned in detail 
two months after the beginning of operation ‘Blue’, before the German troops had 
even penetrated into Stalingrad. The original plan remained unaltered apart from 
insignificant changes during the fighting. The myth of the superior German 
Generalstab was laid to rest. The rivalry between OKWand OKH had already taken 
its toll. The views put forward by the Generalstab at Stalingrad were simply laugh- 
able. No major Red Army actions were considered possible, instead the evaluations 
contained sentences like: “No possibilities of an enemy offensive can be foreseen in 
the near future”, “The Red Army’s forces are obviously too weak for wide reaching 
operations.” “At present, the Russian is unable to launch an offensive with far 
reaching objectives.” 

The Soviet Union’s production of war equipment exceeded the German 
output in every field. More importantly, they produced better weapons in mass 
production. In 1942, Russian tank production came to 24,000 tanks. 12,000 were 
of the T—34 type that out-performed all other tanks of the Second World War. 





136 Beevor, p. 380 
137 Verlorene Siege, p. 395 
138 Verlorene Siege, p. 394 


MANSTEIN AND THE BATTLE FOR STALINGRAD 163 


German Panzer production amounted to 6,400 during 1942 and consisted of 
many different models. Of the 307 Panzer assigned to 6th Army, only 96 were 
Panzer \V models. It was the only German Panzer that stood a slight chance against 
the T-34. A Russian tank gunner produced a rhyme which became a hymn at the 
Ural Tchelyabinsk combinate where most T—34 were produced: 


For the death of enemies, 
For the joy of friends, 
There is no better machine 
Than the T-34.'” 


4,364 production-line workers at Tchelyabinsk, among them 1,253 women 
applied for service in the ‘First Ural volunteer tank regiment.” 

In 1942 the Soviet Union produced 24,000 aircraft, German industry only 
12,000. Stavka performance improved greatly with the appointment of General 
Antonov as its deputy chief. Vasilevsky would nominally remain Chief of the 
General Staff. However, he was constantly sent to command ‘theatres’ and 
Antonov became Stalin’s closest military adviser until the end of the war. 

As the war progressed, more and more inheritance from the past was dug up. 
‘Great Patriotic War’ superseded Communist slogans. After Stalingrad, the Impe- 
rial Army’s shoulder straps replaced the former rank collar patches. New decora- 
tions would bear the names of past national heroes such as Suvorov, Kutuzov and 
Alexander Nevsky. Privileges were restored to the Church. At the victory banquet 
after Germany’s surrender, the Georgian Stalin extolled the superiority of the 
Russian people over all other nations of the Soviet Union. Beevor wrote that 
“Stalin’s great advantage over Hitler was his lack of ideological shame”. After the 
disasters of 1941, he was not in the slightest bit squeamish about reviving the 
disgraced military thinking of the 1920s and the early 1930s.”'* 

A number of the new high commanders, who had been arrested during the 
purges, were released in 1940 and rose to the highest ranks, among them the future 
Marshals Rokossovsky, Meretskov and Army General Gorbatov. Rokossovsky had 
all his teeth knocked out during his NKVD interrogation and he wore a steel 
denture. Stalin forgot nothing and saved his vengeance for the day of victory, when 
he wanted to appear as the sole supreme victor. He sent his high commanders to 
unimportant posts. Zhukov was summarily sent to command the Odessa military 
district and later the Ural district, “because he claimed too large a share in victory 
for himself”. Stalin told him that suspicions had arisen against him when the Red 
Army was ‘purged’ in the late 1930s. Apparently they had somehow remained 
unnoticed, but, since they were in the files, it would be better if Zhukov would step 
aside for a while. The Pole, Rokossovsky,was dispatched to Poland as a member of 
the Polish Politburo with the rank of a Polish Marshal. The ‘Southern command- 
ers’ were not promoted. Antonov was already Army General when he was 
appointed at the Stavka, but he never rose above this rank, and received only a 


minor command in the Caucasus. 
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The planning phase 


On 12 September 1942, Zhukov had been ordered to Moscow to report to Stalin 
and Vasilevsky. The Wehrmacht daily communiqué of 12 September mentions 
Stalingrad in a cursory manner: “Outside Stalingrad hard combats along fortress 
lines.” On the next day: “Outside Stalingrad our troops are approaching the city 
limits and are endeavouring to penetrate into the southern parts of the city.” 

Stalin gave Zhukov one of his usual dressings down for a failed attack of his 
‘front’ against the northern flank of 6th Army. He paid no attention to Zhukov’s 
explanations and retreated to a corner of his large room where he looked at a situa- 
tion map. The two Generals moved to another corner and started whispering 
about the need for another solution. Stalin had exceptionally sharp hearing and 
asked the Generals what they had in mind with ‘another solution.’ Before either 
could reply, Stalin ordered them to first go to Stavka and review their idea there, 
then immediately report back to him. 

Zhukov and Vasilevsky returned on the following evening. Zhukov was still 
smarting under the reprimand of the previous day and expected to be once more 
taken to task. Stalin greeted both Generals cordially and asked who would make 
the report. Vasilevsky replied that either of them could present it since they were in 
total agreement. Zhukov made the presentation. Vasilevsky and he had looked at 
the map of 6th Army’s salient and noticed that it became increasingly vulnerable 
on both flanks. Their solution aimed at a major operation that would decisively 
shift the strategic situation in the South. The city of Stalingrad should be held in a 
war of attrition, with just enough troops to keep the defence alive. No formations 
should be wasted on minor counter-attacks, and efforts should be limited to keep 
the Germans from seizing the whole west bank of the Volga. Zhukov knew that the 
Germans would focus entirely on capturing the city. Stavka would in the mean- 
time secretly amass fresh armies behind the lines for a major encirclement of the 
entire 6th Army and its ultimate destruction.” 

At first Stalin was hesitant. He feared that Stalingrad could be lost if the Red 
Army were to wait until the date foreseen by Zhukow and Vasilevsky. Zhukov 
remained adamant. Everybody in Russia feared Stalin, Zhukov no less than the 
other Red Army Generals, but this time Zhukov knew that he held a strong hand. 
In September 1941 he had warned Stalin to defend Kiev. Stalin told him that he 
was talking ‘rubbish’, chipucha. Zhukov said: “If you feel that the Chief of the 
General Staff talks only rubbish, my place is not here. Better to give me a command 
at the front where I can be of better use.” Stalin replied: “We'll manage without 
you.” 

He did not ‘manage without him’ for long. Zhukov was urgently recalled to 
replace the incompetent Voroshilov and to assume command of the defence of 
Leningrad. When the Germans approached Moscow, Stalin asked him if he could 
hold the city. Zhukov replied that he had no doubt, and he was immediately asked 
to relieve Timoshenko in command of the central front area. He not only defended 
the city, but he prepared and led the masterful Russian counter-offensive that 
inflicted the first major defeat upon German ground forces during the war. He felt 
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that Stalin would now listen to him. Stalin was finally convinced and gave his two 
commanders the green light. 


The preparations on the ground 


During this phase, the Russians would display their unsurpassed mastery in 
camouflage, Maskirovka. Strict secrecy was ordered. All principal actors were given 
code names. Stalin became Vassilev, Vasilevsky-Michailov, Zhukov- 
Konstantinov, Rokossovsky-Dontsov, Yeremenko-Ivanov, Vatutin-Fyodoroy, etc. 
Two new ‘fronts’ were established. The ‘Stalingrad Front’ was under Yeremenko, 
and was incorporated into a ‘theatre’ commanded by Zhukov. The ‘Don Front’, 
under Rokossovsky, was part of a second ‘theatre’ under Vasilevsky. Later, a third 
‘South-Western Front’, under Vatutin, was added. 

Postal service between the front line and the homeland was entirely 
suspended. Troop movements were only permitted during the night. Communi- 
cation centres, of divisions that had been moved, were left at their former location 
and continued to send fictitious messages from there. Orders related to Uranus 
were only given verbally. No written communication was allowed. In order to 
create a feeling of an impending offensive in the Centre, sizeable reserves were sent 
into this area and local attacks took place around Velikiye Luki. 

Halder fell into the trap and kept Manstein’s 11th Army with Army Group 
Centre. To increase deception of the Germans, an order to the ‘front’ commanders 
was openly broadcast in mid-October: “Begin to organise yourselves for defen- 
sive.” An entire tank corps was built up with dummies. Dummy airports were set 
up and thereafter camouflaged as if they were genuine. Dummy bridges were 
erected over the Don River. The real bridges were underwater. 

In spite of these measures, Russian preparations did not remain entirely unno- 
ticed. On 2 October, a captured Red Army officer had disclosed such elements of 
the Russian plan as were known to him. When Winrich Behr arrived at 6th Army, 
the Ic, Lieutenant Colonel Niemeyer, showed him the situation map where he had 
inserted the Russian troop movements. He warned that a pincer offensive was to be 
expected very shortly.'* Paulus and Schmidt dismissed his report as too pessi- 
mistic. After the war, Paulus confirmed that he had immediately recognised the 
danger, while Schmidt admitted that he had failed to grasp it.'*° 

Chuikov had not been informed of Uranus in advance. In his recollections, he 
wrote that he received his first official notification on 18 November, the eve of the 
attack. He must have had some suspicion, because on 18 October he had requested 
more artillery. It was denied him.'** The Russian attack broke loose with fury on 
19 November. In the early morning hours a personal message from Stalin was read 
to the troops. It began with the words: “Dear generals and soldiers, my brothers. 
Today you will launch an offensive that will decide the fate of our country. Will it 
remain an independent nation or be destroyed.” '“’Ivan Golokolenko told Rees: “I 
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was deeply moved by these words. When the meeting ended, I was close to tears. I 
felt an internal urge, a spiritual urge.” 
Mereschko said: 


Today people talk about Stalin and say that he had murdered millions. At 
the time we did not know that. When we went into battle, we shouted 
“For the motherland, for Stalin”. Now we have no more ideology. No 
words like “everything for the front, everything for victory” remain. At 
that time. many women and children worked in the factories under this 
motto. This was not hot air, people really felt that way." 


During the war ‘Stalin’s Terror’ was forgotten, his person became a focus for 
the people. Boris Pasternak wrote in his novel “Doctor Zhivago,’ that the Russians 
saw the victorious war as a beacon of hope that terror would not return. Ilya 
Ehrenburg wrote that had Stalin died in 1945, the war might have obliterated a 
great deal. People would have clung to the illusion that it was owing to Yagoda, 
Yeshov and Beria that millions of innocent people had perished. The memory of 
those who took part in the war would have preserved the image of Stalin a soldier's 
greatcoat, symbolising the arduous days of the battle of Moscow.'*’ The Russians 
were to suffer bitter disappointment until Stalin’s death. Large-scale ‘Terror’ 
resumed immediately after victory. 

The first Russian strike hit the Romanian units and simply pulverised them. 
They fled in panic, abandoning most of their equipment. The Germans’ turn 
would come on the following day and they were completely taken by surprise. 
XLVIII Panzer Corps under the command of Generalleurnant Heim, Paulus’ 
former teacher, was ordered to launch an immediate counterattack. His Corps was 
not ready for combat and could make no progress. Heim was dismissed and 
reduced in rank to private soldier, but he would be reinstated in 1944. On 22 
November, the Kessel was closed and 6th Army had become encircled. 

Stalin’s only intervention occurred when a commander for the final assault 
had to be decided. Zhukov recalled the GKO meeting that decided on the appoint- 
ment. GKO, Gossudarstvennyi Komitet Oborony, a state control committee, was the 
supreme body for the conduct of the war. It consisted of seven permanent 
members, headed by Stalin, and six political personalities drawn from the highest 
echelons. High ranking commanders attended its meetings as consultants. Zhukov 
wrote, “Someone mentioned the name of Rokossovsky as commander for the final 
assault. Stalin looked at me and said. “You remain silent?” I replied that both 
Yeremenko and Rokossovsky were outstanding commanders, however 
Yeremenko, who had born the major weight of the battle, would be hurt. Stalin 
said angrily that there was no time for sentiment. “Phone Yeremenko immediately 
and tell him that he has to put his armies under Rokkossovsky’s command.” 

As I had expected, Yeremenko was desperate and asked for my help. I could 
only suggest to him to call Stalin directly. After fifteen minutes Yeremenko phoned 
me and said that Stalin refused to take his call. He had been told that he could 
discuss this matter with me only. Yeremenko continued to press me and I had to 
phone Stalin again. As I expected, I received a tongue-lashing and was ordered to 
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inform all commanders about Rokossovsky’s appointment without delay.” '*At 
that time Rokossovsky was still a Lieutenant General and junior in rank to 
Yeremenko, who was a Colonel General. Rokossovsky would soon receive three 
successive promotions and rise to become a Marshal of the Soviet Union in 1944. 
As one of the ‘Southern generals,’ Yeremenko would have to wait for Stalin’s death 
before becoming a Marshal of the Soviet Union in 1955. 


German and Russian casualties at Stalingrad 


Surprisingly, exact figures are still not available. Not even the number of troops 
encircled in the Kessel has been established. Uhle-Wettler believes that they 
amounted to a total of 275,000, of which around 230,000 Germans, 20,000 Hiwi, 
10,000 Romanians, a Croatian regiment, and some Italian troops. '*'Riidiger 
Overmans arrives at a total figure of 250,000, comprising 190,000 Germans, 
52,000 Hiwiand 5,000 Romanians. '*Peter Hild gives a total number of 286,900, 
comprising 19,300 Hiwi and 13,000 Romanians and Italians.'” Hild’s figures 
clash with the estimations of 6th Army’s quartermaster. Up to 6 December 1942 
he prepared 275,000 food rations for the Kessel. Beevor wrote that historians are 
unanimous that a total of 25,000 men were flown out during the battle. 

After the Red Army launched Koltso, chaos increased by the day, and no 
precise figures are available for the last two weeks. Beevor arrived at a total of 
52,000 killed in action between 22 November 1942 and 7 January 1943. How 
many of them were Hiwi cannot be ascertained.'™* Doerr estimated that an addi- 
tional 100,000 were killed between 27 January and 2 February.'” Beevor arrived at 
a similar figure.’ The Russians claimed to have taken 111,496 combat-read 
soldiers as prisoners-of-war and a further 8,925 picked up in field hospitals.'”’ 
There is little doubt about the ultimate fate of the Hiwi. 

Russian casualties were staggering. Rees arrived at a total figure of 1 million 
killed in action and estimates that the life expectancy of a Red Army soldier in the 
Kessel to be, at most, 24 hours after coming into combat. More than 2 million 
Russian civilians lost their lives in the city and its suburbs. Unknown graves 
continue to be discovered. 
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Manstein’s responsibility 


Uhle-Wettler describes Stalingrad as the all-time low in German military 
history.'** The loss of the battle can be charged neither to Manstein nor to Paulus. 
It was the result of the disastrous planning of ‘Blue’. Even more so, it was the 
simple consequence of the Red Army having become much stronger than the 
Wehrmacht. During the advance on Stalingrad, Paulus only carried out Army 
Group B’s order, which in turn followed the master plan of OKH. When Manstein 
took command of Army Group Don, the Kessel was already a fait accompli. His 
operational decisions during the battle could not be faulted, even if they were 
doomed to failure. He could not achieve more with the strength left at his disposal 
and no alternatives were left to him. 

The responsibilities of both commanders must be searched for elsewhere. 
When both understood that the battle was irretrievably lost, did they do their 
utmost to save as many of their soldiers from death or captivity? Neither did, but 
Manstein’s share of this responsibility is far greater. Paulus was given a command 
way beyond his aptitudes. No man can jump over his shown shadow and Paulus 
cast a very large shadow. No German general was more apt for the command at 
Stalingrad than Manstein, who was the most outstanding Wehrmacht commander 
of the Second World War. He was certainly capable of independent action, but he 
was simply unwilling to take that step. 

After relieving General Sponeck on the Crimea, Manstein had written: 


The case of General Sponeck shows the tragedy of a commander when he 
is torn between his duty to obey orders, and his own understanding about 
required operative steps. He knows that he risks his head if he disobeys. 
But still he can find compelled to act contrary to orders.” 


Sponeck had risked his head at Kertch, SS-Obergruppenfiihrer Hausser had 
risked his head at Charkov. Manstein never risked his head, because he believed 
himself to be irreplaceable and chosen by fate to the highest command. No man is 
irreplaceable. Manstein could have suffered a sudden stroke. Would that have 
meant the end of his Army Group? When he was dismissed, he said to Hitler that 
he hoped Hitler would never regret this decision. Hitler hardly had any strong 
regrets, since he had found a competent successor in Model. 

At Stalingrad, Manstein simply made it easy for himself. He never flew into the 
Kessel to obtain a personal insight into the conditions at 6th Army’s staff. He did not 
request the relief of Paulus. If he felt that such a step was not required, he should have 
intervened directly in the command of 6th Army and made Paulus a stand-by who 
had to carry out his daily orders. As an Army Group Commander, Feldmarschall 
Model was often unhappy with the performance of his Army Commanders. Given 
his impossible temperament and his frequent outbursts, this occurred at regular 
intervals. He would then take over direct command of the Army concerned. The 
Army commander, who was victim of his frequent outbursts, became a stand-by. 
Manstein refused to give Paulus a clear and direct order to break out, although 
Paulus had repeatedly implored him to do so. Manstein knew that Paulus would 
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have obeyed him, notwithstanding that this was in direct contradiction to Hitler. No 
one can doubt Manstein’s suffering at the bereavement of 6th Army and his constant 
attempts to convince Hitler to save what could still be saved. But it is easier to act by 
phone from the comfortable surrounding of headquarters than to take direct respon- 
sibility inside the Kessel or to personally disobey Hitler. 

At the end he pleaded for a surrender, but refrained from taking it upon 
himself to order it. Manstein saw fit to blame Paulus rather than acknowledging his 
own responsibility. His posthumous fame would have been served better, had he 
abstained from writing in Verlorene Siege: 


I have decided to give a detailed account of the reasons which led the 
commander in chief of 6th Army to abstain from seizing the last opportu- 
nity of saving his army. This is my duty towards the soldiers, regardless of 
Paulus’ personality and his behaviour in later years. It is easy to criticize 
the actions of Feldmarschall Paulus during those decisive days. Undoubt- 
edly, Paulus was facing a grave conflict of conscience when he had to 
launch an operation that, contrary to explicit orders from Hitler, would 
have him abandon Stalingrad. However, it must be understood that such 
an abandonment, under irresistible pressure from the enemy, would have 
justified him in acting contrary to Hitler’s order. But the Army Group 
had ordered him to do so, thus assuming responsibility.“ 


From that day Manstein became his direct superior, Paulus suffered no 
conflict of conscience. He only waited for a direct order by Manstein and would 
have obeyed it without qualms. Paulus’ conduct in captivity was certainly bereft of 
dignity. However, Manstein was not entitled to preach morality to others, after 
having issued his infamous order of the day of 20 November 1941 and participated 
in the heinous German crimes in the Crimea. 

One can show understanding for Paulus’ outrage when he read Verlorene Siege: 
He said to Adam: 


You have to read this. Suddenly Manstein appears without blame for the 
disaster of 6th Army. This man writes blatant lies. He puts all the blame on 
Hitler and me. You have listened in to all my conversations over decimetre 
with him. You know that he never informed me about the situation and 
how he practically paralysed me. Now he turns everything upside down. 
And this is a man whom I once held in the highest esteem. A man, who at 
that time did not see fit to give me an order, or at least permission to break 
out, has no right today to write that he had wished me to break out and 


61 
would have covered me.’ 


At Stalingrad, Manstein did not conduct himself like a Feldmarschall. 
Generaloberst von Richthofen, who commanded the Air Fleet attached to Army 
Group Don, wrote in his diary: “As things are now, one is at best a highly paid 
sergeant.” This would have been a fitter conclusion to Manstein’s Stalingrad 
chapter than the Thermopylae quote. 
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Lidell Hart described the German commanders of the Second World War as 
prototypes of a modern Pontius Pilatus, who washes his hands of responsibility for 
all orders that he carried out.”'® 

Finally, a conclusion by General Doerr: 


Stalingrad was no sacrifice, such as the combat of Leonidas and his Spar- 
tans at Thermopylae. Nor was it such as the self-sacrifice of the Spaniards 
at Numantia. Stalingrad will be known in history as the greatest military 
error ever committed by a Supreme Commander, and as the greatest 
abuse ever by the leadership of the soul and strength of its people.” 
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Chapter 4 


The Battles for Kursk 


(. military archives contain a wealth of documents on Kursk, probably 
more than on any other battle of the war in the East. Surprisingly, only a few 
German military historians have written books or lengthy essays on it. However, 
it is considered to have been one of the most decisive encounters of the Russo- 
German war. In the view of some historians it was the most decisive. German 
literature tends to concentrate on the battles of Stalingrad and Berlin. Stalingrad 
was the most spectacular encounter. Berlin saw the “Twilight of the Gods’, with 
Hicler’s final days in the Bunker, and his suicide, symbolising the downfall of the 
Third Reich. However, Kursk had more significance than any other major battle 
in the East as it marked the end of any further German initiative on the Russian 
front. 

Russian military history is much more comprehensive about Kursk, but until 
recent years, it was strongly subject to political constraint. Nevertheless, until 
recently, it could be assumed that at least the relevant facts about a battle of such 
importance are known to experts, and to readers who take a more than superficial 
interest in the Second World War. 

Yet surprisingly, Roman Téppel, a young and still little known historian, 
submitted a thesis for his MA to the University of Dresden in 2001, Die Offen- 
sive gegen Kursk 1943 — Legenden, Mythen und Propaganda (The offensive at 
Kursk — legends, myths and propaganda)’. It shows that, up to now, most of 
what has been written about Kursk is not consistent with the facts. Téppel has 
had access to recently released (1993) Russian military archive documents 
(CAMO-Centralnyi Archiv Ministerstva Oborony Rossiskoy Federacyi) and to 
statements by Russian historians who could only go public after the breakdown 
of the Soviet Union. 

A summary of Téppel’s findings has been published in number 2 (2002) of 
Militérgeschichtliche Zeitschrift, the bi-annual publication of the MGFA. The title 
of the article is: Legendenbildung in der Geschichtsschreibung — Die Schlacht bei 
Kursk. (How legends enter history — the battle of Kursk).’ Both these titles are well 
chosen, since few military operations have been subject to so many legends. 
Téppel’s thesis has yet to be published, but I have been privileged to receive a typed 
copy. I can only express the hope that Téppel’s findings will soon become available 
as a book, since no future historian will be able to ignore them. 


1 R. Téppel, Die Offensive gegen Kursk 1943, Legenden, Mythen und Propaganda, MA 
thesis submitted to the Technical Univesity, Dresden 2001 (henceforth Téppel) 

2 R. Téppel, Legendenbildung in der Geschichtsschreibung — Die Schlacht bei Kursk, in 
Militirgeschichtliche Zeitschrift, Potsdam, 61 (2002), Heft 1, p. 369-401 


171 


172 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


Operation ‘Citadel’ or ‘Battles for Kursk’? 


‘Citadel’ was the German code name for the initial German offensive. It turned 
into a fiasco and petered out after one week. German writers, and parts of Western 
military history, limit accounts of Kursk to ‘Citadel’. What followed ‘Citadel’ is 
viewed by German generals in their memoirs, and by historians, as separate indi- 
vidual actions. Russian historians use the term ‘Battle of Kursk’ (Kurskaya bitva) 
which is more appropriate, since ‘Citadel’ was only one of three interconnected 
major actions. First came the German offensive in the north of Kursk, lasting from 
5 July to 11 July 1943. It was followed by the Russian counter-offensive at Orel, 
between 12 July and 18 August. Finally came the counter-offensive at Charkov, 
between 3 August and 28 August. All of that was followed by the recapture of most 
of the Ukraine, and by the fall of Kiev in the November. 

British literature adapts the Russian terminology in words only. Albert Seaton 
heads the relevant chapter in his book about the Russo-German war, “The battle of 
Kursk’, but limits his account to the ‘Citadel’ phase. The Russian offensives which 
followed the failure of ‘Citadel’ are described in his following chapter, “The 
Russian autumn offensives 1943’.* In their recent works, the American historians 
David Glantz and Jonathan House adopt the Russian definition. They treat the 
three phases of Kursk as an entity.* Glantz is the first author to translate a study of 
Kursk, by the Russian general staff, that had been written during the war.’ This 
chapter adopts the correct Russian heading. 

However, a book about Manstein need only dwell in detail on ‘Citadel’, since 
the plan for the offensive originated with him. His Army Group was the larger of 
the two Army Groups engaged in the battle. After the German breaking off the 
offensive, Manstein was no longer the pre-eminent commander in the East and 
acted on a par with the other heads of Army Groups. Hitler became increasingly 
impatient with his lectures. 

In a talk with Zeitzler in July 1943, Hitler said: “Manstein is a good 
commander when he can draw from plenty. But he does not know how to cope 
with a crisis.”° Zeitzler then suggested giving Manstein part of Kleist’s Army 
Group as far as the shores of the Azov Sea. Hitler immediately rebuked him: 


So, we should let Herr von Manstein free to do what he wants? If he feels 
like it, he will withdraw from all of Ukraine, just because he wants to 
operate. He couldn’t care less where | will then get the necessary food for 
the German people. No Zeitzler, we have to remain control. If Manstein 
has his way, he will only confront us with a fait accompli. 


When Zeitzler replied that one could put limits on Manstein’s freedom of 
action, Hitler said angrily: 
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I know what will happen. He will write his reports in a manner that only 
the solution preferred by him remains. I have experienced this many 
times. If one could at least rely on reports. But every commander thinks 


only about himself and his sector. The overall situation is of no concern to 
him. We are the ones who have to take care of this.’ 


Eight months latter Manstein was dismissed from his command. 


Was Kursk the decisive battle of the war in the East? 
The Russian Generals viewed the battles of Moscow and Kursk as the two decisive 


encounters of the Russo-German war. The ideological overtones, which are 
common in Soviet historical works up to the emergence of Glasnost, were greatly 
exaggerated in their accounts of Kursk. General Shtemenko, Antonov’s deputy at 
Stavka at that time, wrote: 


The high moral values that distinguished our soldiers, from the first day 
of the war, were now strengthened. Our people became increasingly 
mature, their confidence in the wisdom of the party and the unshakeable 
Soviet organization, grew by the day.’ 


Marshal Vasilevsky saw, in the battles for Kursk, “above all, the proof the 
superiority of the Soviet high command.” 
The Soviet historian Boris Solovev added: 


The battles of Kursk were not only evidence of superior Soviet military art 
but, even more, they showed evidence of the indisputable superiority of 
the military and economic elements of socialism that would turn the Red 
Army’s victories at Kursk into an iron clad law of world history.” 


The first Artillery Salute, fired in Moscow during the war, was a sign of the 
symbolic value that the Russians attached to Kursk. It was fired after the capture of 
Orel during the first phase of the Red Army’s counter-offensive. The Salute was 
then repeated after every capture of a major city. 

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Russian military began to distance 
themselves from their former ideological historiography. In 1996, on the battle- 
field of Prokhorovka, at a meeting of military historians from a number of coun- 
tries, the Russian historian Grigoryi Koltunov admitted: “I have committed 
forgeries, and I have lied. I was ordered to exaggerate German losses and to mini- 





7 Heusinger Befehl, p. 267 
8 S. Shtemenko, Generalnyi Schtab v Gody Voiny, Moscow 1968 p. 156 (henceforth 
Shtemenko) 
9 A. Vasilevsky, Sache des ganzen Lebens, East Berlin 1977, p. 310 
10 B. Solovev, Wendepunkt des Zweiten Weltkrieges — Die Schlacht bei Kursk, Cologne 
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mise Red Army casualties way below genuine figures. My works cannot be taken 
seriously.”' 

German historians and generals could have been expected to voice their 
customary denials at Soviet figures and accounts. But in that instance they would 
concur, without adopting the ideological overtones of course, The reason is 
obvious. Given the disaster of the battle, the German generals were eager to 

ll W. Will, Wo Pascsniecliches Pe om article in Berliner Morgenpost, July 20/21 
1996, supplement, p. 2 
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distance themselves from any connection with it. The high commanders, who had 
opposed the ‘Citadel’ plan from the outset, intended to show in their post-war 
accounts that their doomsday prophecies had been confirmed by events. Whether 
any battle in the East can be called decisive is open to doubt. One could just as well 
say that the fatal decision had already occurred on 22 June 1941 when Germany 
attacked Russia. But after ‘Citadel’, Germany’s military situation took a dramatic 
turn for the worse. A new Schwerpunkt of the war arose in the West after the 
landing of the Allies in North Africa, then the German defeat at El-Alamein, the 
surrender of the Afrika Armee at Tunis, and the landing on Sicily, that was soon to 
be followed by the invasion of mainland Italy. Carpet-bombing of German cities 
increased by the day. 

After the failure of ‘Citadel’, the Wehrmacht was unable to launch further 


offensive actions in the East. Manstein wrote: 


Once ‘Citadel’ was broken off, all initiative in the East passed to the 
Soviet side. We had failed to encircle the strong enemy forces in the Kursk 
salient. We had broken off any action against the reserves brought 
forward by the Russians, before there could be a favourable outcome. 
After that, it was evident that the enemy could then avail himself of his 
superiority in numbers and equipment. His counter-attack in the Orel 
salient was only the beginning of a major offensive.” 


Only the first and the last sentences are true, the remainder is yet another vari- 
ation of Manstein’s ‘draw theory’. An encirclement of the Red Army units in the 
Kursk salient was never on the cards. ‘Citadel’ was not broken off just ahead of a 
favourable outcome for the Wehrmacht. Hitler ordered an end of the offensive 
when it had become totally bogged down. 

Kursk had far-reaching political consequences. Mussolini was overthrown, 
and Italy declared war on Germany. Antonescu wanted to pursue the war against 
Russia, while at the same time searching for contacts with the West. A year later, he 
was overthrown by a coup, and Romania declared war on Germany. Through 
secret channels, Hungary made careful approaches to the Allies. Finland abstained 
from further military actions. 


Kursk in German literature 


The first lengthy and, in its comments, totally misleading account, was written by 
Paul Carell.'* Carell devotes more than 100 pages to Kursk, but the historic value 
of his book is nil. Carell was the pseudonym of Paul Schmidt, the former head of 
the foreign office’s press office. He chose a pseudonym, to avoid confusion with the 
chief interpreter of the German foreign office, who was also named Paul Schmidt. 
He published his recollections before Carell wrote his books. Carell wrote in the 
journalistic style of his former occupation. Not unusually, for a journalist turned 
historian, Carell’s account is a mixture of veterans’ tales, legends, myths, and 
accounts of mysterious ‘purported’ traitors who were alleged to have caused the 





12 Verlorene Siege, p. 507 f 
13. P. Carell, Verbrannte Erde. Schlacht zwischen Wolga und Weichsel, Frankfurt 1966 
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German effort to fail. Blends of facts and fiction are well received by the public, 
and Carell’s many books became best-sellers. 

A serious account of the opposing forces is given by the historian Ernst 
Klink.'* However, his book was published in 1966. It suffers from the insufficiency 
of archive material available at that time. In particular is the absence of Soviet 
archive sources that were inaccessible to foreign historians. A relatively objective 
account, if one omits the unavoidable political sidelines, appeared in East 
Germany, under the auspices of its Academy of Science in 1979.” Some elements 
of myth and fiction were put right, by Karl-Heinz Frieser, in a memorial book 
honouring the historian Gerhard Ritter. It was published in the mid-1990s."° 


Operation ‘Citadel’ — Planning and 
postponements 


The state of the German Army in 1943 


Albert Seaton drew up a general summary that found its way into a number of 
Western accounts. However, it was totally erroneous: 


It was at the beginning of 1943, during the Soviet offensive, that a change 
first became apparent in the composition and relative strength of the 
German and Soviet Armies. Germany entered the war with highly effi- 
cient and very well equipped Panzer and motorized forces. They were the 
best in the world, although they represented only a minor part of the 
German Army as a whole. German tactical air support was excellent. The 
Red Army at that time did not lack for tanks, aircraft or equipment, but it 
was in no way a modern motorized Army. It was not even a match for the 
German marching Infantry Divisions, with their horse-drawn guns and 
wagons. However, by 1943, German organisation and the quality and 
scale of equipment, instead of being improved to keep ahead of those of 
their enemies, had fallen far behind. 

In March 1943, the Eastern Front was short of their establishment of 
470,000 men. The German High Command tried, through necessity, to 
make a virtue of going without. Hitler, with his obsession for divisional 
numbers, was continually raising new formations. He refused to main- 
tain, reinforce or re-equip existing divisions, so that they became little 
more than cadres. So-called Panzer divisions numbered only thirty or 
forty tanks. The German Army had gone into Russia with 3,300 Panzer 
in 1941. On 23 January 1943, it had only 495 Panzer fit for battle, over 


14 E. Klink, Das Gesetz des Handelns. Die Operation ‘Zitadelle’ 1953, Stuttgart 1966 
(henceforth Klink) 

15 Deutschland im Zweiten Weltkrieg, Der grundlegende Umschwung im Kriegsverlauf 
(November 1942 bis September 1943), W. Schumann (ed.), Berlin East 1973 

16 K-H. Frieser, Schlagen aus der Nachhand-Schlagen aus der Vorhand in Politik, 
Geschichte, Recht und Sicherheit, Festschrift fir Gerhard Ritter, p.247 (henceforth 
Frieser, Citadel) 
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the whole of the Eastern Front. Except for a handful of ‘Tiger’ model 


Panzer, no new Panzer were in service. The Panzer 2 and 4 had been 
improved by the addition of skirting plates, re-enforced armour-plating, 
and longer guns that had an increase of muzzle velocity. Divisional 
organisations began to be altered. The divisional title remained, but the 
number of regiments in the divisions, and of battalions in the regiments 
was reduced. It resulted in a further reduction in the fighting strength of 
formations. 

The Red Army’s transformation, on the other hand, had been for the 
better. The Red Air Force, although still inferior to the Luftwaffe in 
performance, had made great strides in the development of the quality of 
its aircraft. The KV [Klement Voroshilov| and T—34 tanks were superior to 
the German Panzer 3 and 4 and were being manufactured in large 
numbers, From mid 1942 onwards, tank and mechanized corps were 
being grouped as tank armies. But in 1943, one of the most significant 
changes to be observed in the Red Army was the rapid motorization that 
was to enable the Soviet High Command to undertake deep penetration 
in the depths of winter, and also at the time of the thaw. It was achieved 
largely by the introduction of United States trucks. 

Once the best equipped in the world, the German Army, within a 
space of two years was relegated to the position of an out-of-date force, 
indifferently provided with obsolescent equipment. The German equiva- 
lent to the Red Army quarter-ton jeep, for a commander or messenger, 
remained the horse. The counterpart of the Studebaker or Dodge six- 
wheeled drive truck was the horse-drawn panje wagon. The efficiency of 
German field formation staffs and the quality of the German fighting 
soldier were still superior to those of the Red Army. Yet for all of that, the 
German Army, once the pride of the Reich, had become one of the poorer 
armies of the world.” 


Seaton’s book ranks among serious writings on the Russo-German war, 
however the paragraphs quoted above are wide of the mark. The Wehrmacht had 
not become (my emphasis) ‘one of the poorer armies of the world’. Even by 1939 it 
‘was the poorest’ of all major European armies. At its best, it could only be 
described as a ‘semi-modern’ army."* 

Frieser elaborates: 


The Wehrmacht of 1939 consisted of two distinct Armies. Only 10 Panzer 
divisions and 6 motorized divisions could be called élite units. The 
remaining 90% were old-fashioned, with low-grade equipment, suitable 
for defence only, and certainly not suitable for offensive purposes. Only 
the first two Division ‘waves’, with soldiers on active duty in 1939, and 
fully trained soldiers of the first reserve, could be considered as fully 
combat worthy. The Divisions of the third and fourth ‘waves’ consisted of 
soldiers of the second reserves. They belonged to the age groups that had 

17 Seaton War, p. 351 f 

18 T.Ropp, Preface to L. Addington, The Blitzkrieg Era and the German General Staff 

1865-1941, New Brunswick 1941, p. XV 


178 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


been bled ‘white’ during the First World War. Their training period had 
not exceeded three months at most. A number of their soldiers were 
veterans of the First World War, aged 40 or over. Apart from the Panzer 
and motorized divisions, the Army was basically suitable for defence only. 
Perhaps, at most, it was suitable for individual limited offensive actions.’ 


The Panzerand motorized units of the Webrmachtwere neither the ‘best in the 
world’ nor were they ‘highly efficient’. The Wehrmacht was in no way motorized. 
On the contrary, a ‘de-motorization’ had been ordered before the outbreak of the 
war. Frieser described the motorization of the Wehrmacht as ‘simply pitiable’: 


A typical aspect of the purported Blitzkrieg army of 1940 was its lack of 
vehicles, In contrast, the BEF was highly motorized. The French Army 
had 300,000 vehicles of all types in 1940. The Wehrmacht, even after 
requisitioning all available private property, had only 120,000 lorries. 
Monthly production amounted to around 1,000 lorries, only 1% of the 
stock in 1939, Meanwhile, monthly wear and tear put twice this figure 
out of action. This misery led Halder to order a ‘programme of de-motor- 
ization’. The horse was to replace the vehicle. During the First World 
War, the German army had 1,400,000 horses, during the Second World 
War their number increased to 2,700,000.” 


Both in numbers and in quality the German Panzer were inferior in quality to 
the tanks of their enemies. Germany never succeeded in mass production of a 
Panzer model that could equal the quality of the Russian T-34. The successes of 
the Panzer units, in the first battles in the East, were solely due to the methods of 
their employment that the Red Army had not yet adopted. In 1941, the Red Army 
was far more motorized than the Wehrmacht. Its number of tanks in June 1941 has 
been estimated at 30,000. In a conversation with Marshal Mannerheim during the 
war, which was secretly recorded by the Finns, and which is available on gramo- 
phone records, Hitler said that he had not been aware of that number. Had he 
known about it, his decision to attack Russia would have been much more difficult 
to reach, although, in the end, he would still have decided upon war. 

The modern ‘doctrine’ of tank deployment was developed in Russia in the 
early 1930s by Marshal Tukhatchevsky and General Uborevich. Both were shot in 
1937. Their doctrines were labelled as ‘criminal’. After the Red Army’s setbacks 
during the summer of 1941, the doctrines were simply brought out again. In 1941, 
the T—34 was already the core of the Russian tank forces. Russian infantry was not 
inferior to the German. Even in the first days of the war, Russian infantry soldiers 
put up a resistance that the Germans had not encountered in their previous 
campaigns. The destruction of entire Russian Armies in the first Kessel battles was 
not due to inferiority of the Russian infantry soldier, but was a consequence of 
Stalin’s first order, to ‘defend every inch of Russian soil’. 

German tactical air support was no longer excellent. The number of planes 
was insufficient. In 1939, the Luftwaffe was not yet ready for war. While it was the 
most modern of its kind, it was simply the wrong air force for the war that Hitler 
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had in mind. It had been built up with an erroneous concept. Production of 
bombers was neglected and when the war turned into a ‘world war’, it was too late 
for changes. During the Battle of Britain, the Luftwaffe lost more than 900 of its 
elite pilots, and was never able to replace them. The Battle of Britain had shown 
that most German aircraft lacked the ‘reach’ required for a modern war in the air. 
By 1943, the Russian Air Force was equal in quality to the German. Russian 
aircraft production was twice that of Germany. 

Hitler had no obsession to create new Divisions by reducing the equipment of 
existing ones. In fact, he held the opposite opinion. On 10 May 1943 he said to 
Keitel: 


Unfortunately I no longer believe in the possibility of creating new divi- 
sions by making use of ‘Gerippe’ ie skeletons. Existing divisions that had 
been reduced to minimal numbers. No commander is ready to part with 
them. This is a shame. I am always told that it would be more practical to 
replenish them. Of course, it would be more practical. But it can’t be 
done because no one wants to part with them.” 


Helmut Heiber, the editor of the records of Hitler’s situation meetings, elabo- 


rates in a footnote: 


Both the Generalstab and Hitler held the opinion that the best way of 
creating new combat-worthy Divisions was to replenish existing units. 
The war situation made it increasingly incumbent upon commanders to 
establish fresh reserves. Such reserves were only available to Germany in 
Polish provinces that had been annexed by Germany, or in the German 
occupied countries of Western Europe. Divisions, that had lost most of 
their equipment in the East, should have been sent there to be replenished 
with new equipment. Although this was carefully planned over periods of 
weeks, it could never be done because the Commanders in the East never 
agreed to part with what remained of their own divisions. Under such 
conditions, Supreme Command had no choice but to resort to the 
creation of new divisions. “215 


At the beginning of the war against Russia, Hitler had indeed doubled the 
number of Panzer divisions, by halving the number of Panzer in every unit. 
Guderian wrote, with some frustration, that nominal increases in numbers came at 
the expense of efficiency.” This decision by Hitler was not unreasonable, since the 
huge space of the territories invaded could not be covered by the existing Division 
numbers. Hitler had hoped that lack of numbers would be compensated for by the 
surprise factor, which could then turn out to be successful. 

The number of Panzer available in the East in 1943 was not 495, as indicated by 
Seaton. At the beginning of the year it had already risen to 3,000, after Speer had 


21H. Heiber (ed). Hitlers Lagebesprechungen. Die Protokollfragmente seiner militérischen 
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succeeded in giving a strong boost to the German war production.“ During 1943, 
Germany produced 5,966 Panzer and 3,406 assault guns.”’ German production’s 
main drawback was the typical German urge for perfection. That led to endless 
attempts at improving existing models, instead of deciding on mass production of 
arms that had served their purpose. During the battle of Prokhorovka, in the second 
phase of Kursk, II Waffen-SS Panzer Corps alone had 236 tanks, 58 assault guns and 
43 Panzerjager vehicles of the Marder type, ie self propelling anti-tank vehicles 
equipped with anti-tank guns.”* Téppel established, after careful research of all avail- 
able sources, that the total number of Panzer and other motorized vehicles engaged 
by the Germans at Kursk, was 2,829 with an additional 541 in process of being 
shipped to the front after repair.” 

Like many Western authors, Seaton fell victim to a clever propaganda trick by 
Dr Goebbels. Frieser writes: 


A guiding principle of war propaganda consists in exaggerating the 
strength of the enemy while deprecating one’s own. Thus victory becomes 
more brilliant and defeat easier to forgive. 

Why then did the official German propaganda not deny the 
grotesque exaggerations of the Wehrmacht strength that made headlines 
everywhere abroad? Why did German propaganda, under the masterful 
direction of Dr Goebbels, engage in spreading shameless exaggerations 
which confirmed, even surpassed the horror visions put forward in the 
West? The explanation is obvious. The foremost aim of German propa- 
ganda was to prevent Britain from continuing the war alone, while at the 
same time frightening America from entering it. What could be more 
suitable for such a purpose than the myth of the invincible Blitzkrieg- 
Wehrmacht which would crush every enemy with an avalanche of steel? 


Given such obvious inferiority, one may well ask how Germany was able to 
achieve spectacular victories during the first two years of the war. After the first 
disasters in the East, how did Germany manage to hold out for another three and a 
half years against both the Russians and the Allies before surrendering. It cannot be 
ascribed to the courage of her soldiers. Soldiers in opposing armies were no less 
brave. In his classic ‘Fighting Power’, Martin van Creveld emphasised German 
morale, vigour, team spirit and flexibility.” In another book he added: “Never 
before have so few scantily-equipped soldiers fought so hard and so persistently 
against overwhelming superiority. The Wehrmacht embodied the combination of 

24 H. Jacobsen, 1939-1945. Der Zweite Weltkrieg in Chronik und Dokumenten, 
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initiative and discipline better than any other army of the twentieth century.”*° 
One could elaborate further. 

The quality of German Command at its highest level was not decisive. While 
British and American Commanders of ground forces were often mediocre, the top 
Commanders of the Red Army had become at least equal to their German counter- 
parts. But German Corps and Division Commanders maintained their superiority 
over their opponents until the very end. Relations between officers and soldiers 
were very close, formalities such as saluting superiors were often dispensed with, 
and all ranks shared the same food. A further important, and perhaps the most 
decisive feature of the German Army’s eminence, was the Auftragstaktik or the 
mission tactics. There was no equivalent in other armies. “Mission tactics’ turned 
the German Army into the best fighting force world-wide, during the 150 years 
following the Napoleonic wars.”! 

The concept was fathered by Scharnhorst, in his reform of the Prussian army 
after the defeat of Napoleon. It was further developed by Ludendorff during the 
First World War and pushed to extremes by the Wehrmacht during the Second 
World War. It can be roughly described as a system where Commanders, at all 
levels, were only given a final mission. Meanwhile their subordinates, down to 
sergeant, were left entirely free to determine the means by which they would reach 
the prescribed aim. Thus two Regimental Commanders in a Division, who were 
given the same mission, could use totally different means of execution in reaching 
the prescribed target. If unforeseen circumstances arose, the Commander was left 
free to deal with them according to his own judgement, without referring to his 
superiors. If circumstances arose which permitted him to go further than the orig- 
inal order, he would proceed without asking for authorisation from above. 

In all other armies, a commander was not allowed to act on his own, without 
having first referred to higher level and obtained permission. Independent 
thinking down to the lowest level had always been imbued as a rule to the Prussian 
soldier. Previously, Frederick the Great had stressed the necessity for the ‘ordinary’ 
soldier to think independently. He made a mockery of high commanders who 
immersed themselves in every detail. He demanded that every soldier be totally 
familiar with all aspects of the ‘arm’ in which he served. 


Aimez donc ces détails, ils ne sont pas sans gloire, 
c'est le premier pas qui mene a la victoire 


(Always take care of the smallest details, they don’t lack glory, they are the first 
step towards victory).*” 

The King had a preference for expressing himself in French. To him, the 
French language was the embodiment of culture. He once expressed the hope that 
one day in the future the German language would rise to the same level. The Prus- 
sian army manual of 1806 stated that high commanders should not give far- 
reaching orders of detail before the beginning of the battle. Division commanders 
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were to receive basic outlines and then reach their own decisions. After the Franco- 
Prussian war of 1870 to 1871, a teacher at the French Ecole de Guerre wrote that 
the German officer was instructed 


to keep the initiative, while soldiers were encouraged to develop indi- 
vidual ideas, and not rely on previous examinations of a given situation by 
their direct commanders. They had to reach their own conclusions, The 
non-commissioned officers were the backbone of the Prussian army, 


which was rightly proud of them.” 


Thanks to the Auftragstaktik, the German Army had an officers’ and non- 
commissioned officers’ corps which no other army could match. 

The absence of a similar doctrine could at times spell disaster. One such 
example from the battle of France 1940 can be quoted. On 14 May 1940 the 
French Army had the last possibility to cut off and destroy the German Panzer 
spearhead. General Flavigny, who commanded XXI Corps and was viewed as the 
foremost French tank expert, was ordered by General Huntziger to attack. His 3rd 
Division, under the command of General Brocard, had 138 tanks, half of them 
Char B. and Hotchkiss. Against those tanks, Guderian’s 30 Panzer, which had 
crossed the Meuse, were unable to offer resistance. General Brocard had already 
been ordered on 12 May, at 4 pm, to bring his division to the front line. He wasted 
two days, and his Division only arrived on 14 May. 

During the two days, General Flavigny had watched the flight of 2nd Army’s 
Infantry and panicked. He hesitated, back and forth, and postponed the time 
prescribed for his attack. Then he decided to transfer Brocard’s Division to another 
Corps because he was no longer willing to command the attack himself. He was 
unable to reach the commander of 2nd Army, General Huntziger. He was busy 
transferring his headquarters to Verdun, some 50 kilometres behind of what 
remained of the front. In the end, no attack took place because Brocard felt that he 
had not sufficient fuel. There is little doubt that a German Commander, after 
becoming aware of the weakness of Guderian’s troops, would have attacked them 
immediately, without referring to higher level. 


Zeitzler’s appointment as chief of the Generalstab 


At the end of August 1942 a violent incident occurred between Hitler and Halder 
which was witnessed by Heusinger: 
Halder: “The situation at Rshev is becoming untenable, The main supply 
road is under enemy artillery fire. Other roads cannot be used because of 
danger from partisans. Parts of 9th Army will soon be cut off and can only 
be supplied from the air. Demyansk has shown us how difficult this will 
become. I have to repeat my suggestion to retreat towards a shortened 
front line or let 9th Army free to act.” 


Hitler: “As usual, you have no better proposal than retreat. What will we 

gain? We withdraw to a new position that has not even been prepared. 
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The enemy will quickly reach it, break through and, as a result of your 
genius, we will once more give up a few dozen kilometres. Slowly and 
safely we will retreat ourselves out of Russia. This is the main element of 
your purported operative genius.” 


Halder: “No! I intend to consolidate the front, create additional reserves 
and establish better positions for the divisions. What we are doing at 
present makes no sense.” 


Hitler: “Stop telling me fairy tales. I know what this will lead to. We have 
to remain firm. I expect the generals to be just as firm as the troops.” 


Halder: “I am firm enough. But at the front, thousands of brave officers 
and soldiers lose their lives because my hands are tied by orders of 
Supreme Command.” 


Hitler was at first speechless and stared at Halder with increasing fury. Then 
he exploded: 


Generaloberst Halder, how dare you speak to me in such a tone! You want 
to tell me how the front soldier feels? What do you know about the front? 
Where were you during the First World War? All that time you sat at 
some comfortable staff headquarters. And you dare tell me that I don’t 
understand how the front soldier feels? I will not stand for that! This is 


simply outrageous!” 
Manstein happened to be present and could not have been blamed if he had 


felt satisfaction that Halder now received a pay-back for the many grievances he 
had caused him. But he did not sink to that level: 


The scene was so disgraceful that I withdrew ostentatiously to a corner of 
the room. | returned to the situation map-table only after Hitler had 
calmed down and requested me to join the meeting. After it ended, I took 
Schmundt aside. I told him that such a relationship between the Supreme 
Commander and his chief of the Generalstab was simply impossible. 
Either Hitler had to listen to Halder and observe obvious forms of polite 
behaviour, or Halder had to take the consequences and offer his resigna- 
tion. Unfortunately neither occurred and it took six more weeks before 
Halder was dismissed.” 


General Zeitzler was appointed Chief of the Generalstab on 24 September 
1942. ‘Citadel’ thus became the first major operation that was planned under his 
authority. His appointment caused surprise. When the war began, Zeitzler was a 
44-years-old Colonel. He was promoted to Generalmajor on 1 February 1942. 
When appointed chief of the Generalstab, he was still a Generalmajor. On the day 
following his appointment, he was promoted directly to General der Infanterie. 
The usual rank of the chief of the Generalstab was Generaloberst. Zeitzler had to 
wait until 30 January 1944 for that promotion. During the Second World War he 
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held no troop command and served as chief-of-staff of corps, armies and army 
groups. 

Hitler was aware of Zeitler’s lack of experience. On the day of his appointment 
he told Heusinger: 


I have decided to relieve Generaloberst Halder as chief of the Generalstab. 
He lacks National-Socialist conviction, and the belief in my ideas that I 
expect from my chief of the Generalstab. He is unable to convey them 
without reservation to his subordinates. I have appointed General Zeitzler 
as his successor. I request you to stay and work with him. He is somewhat 
new and is not yet familiar with the major elements of warfare. I know 
that you would prefer a troop command but I need you here. Help 
General Zeitzler, and see to it that he can quickly become familiar with his 


new duties.” 


The appointment of a chief of the Generalstab, “who is not yet familiar with 
the major elements of warfare”, is somewhat surprising. Zeitzler’s appointment 
was at first viewed with apprehension. Hitler had indicated that he wanted an 
OKH imbued with National-Socialist spirit. Zeitzler’s first address to his officers 
on 25 September 1942 seemed to respond to his wish: 


I request from every officer of the Generalstab: 

He must be a devoted and reliable aide to his commander, in every 
situation, and he must be thoroughly knowledgeable in all his duties. 

He has to be in close touch with the troops and never lose contact 
with the front. 

Even in difficult situations he has to be candid and honest in his 
reports to higher authorities. 

He must believe in the Fihrer and his leadership. He has to radiate 
this belief on every occasion to his subordinates and his fellow officers. 

In the Generalstab | have no use for an officer who does not respond 
to these criteria.” 


However, Heusinger knew Zeitzler well from former times and felt that the 
people who had recommended him, Géring and Himmler, would soon be disap- 
pointed. Hitler repeated the mistake he made, when he appointed Brauchitsch to 
succeed Fritsch, as commander in chief of the Army in 1938. He had told 
Brauchitsch that he expected him to create a true National-Socialist Wehrmacht, 
but was soon to find out that Brauchitsch was less amenable to his views than his 
predecessor Fritsch. Heusinger viewed Zeitzler as a bulldog that would bite anyone 
who would ‘tread on his toes’. He was thus not surprised when Zeitzler soon 
showed that he was a representative of Generalstab tradition to the core. His alter- 
cations with Hitler would reach proportions that never occurred in Halder’s time. 
His own co-operation with Zeitzler soon became better than his former work with 
Halder.” Hitler was quick to notice it. When Zeitzler reported the beginning of 
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the second phase of the battle with the Russian offensive at Orel, Hitler said to 
Schmundr: “Zeitzler also begins to think too much.” “ 


Was ‘Citadel’ Hitler’s battle, Zeitzler’s battle, or 
Manstein’s battle? 


No battle is the creation of one man. A number of commanders develop it and 
more are involved in the execution. If the battle is lost, there will always be a 
tendency to search for one individual to name as the one responsible. Thus, the 
disastrous French offensive in 1917, which led to widespread mutinies in the 
French Army, was named the Nivelle offensive, and the failed German offensive of 
21 March 1918, the Ludendorff offensive. 


Hitler’s battle? 


Once ‘Citadel’ turned into a catastrophe, the search for a guilty party was auto- 
matic. Obviously Hitler was the prime candidate. Carell wrote: 


The Generals, Manstein, Guderian, Kluge, Model and many others had 
strongly objected to Hitler’s plans to launch a new offensive in the East, as 
soon as possible after Stalingrad. They felt that it was much too early to 
engage the fresh reserves and, in particular, the new Panzer “Tiger’ and 
‘Panther’ into a dangerous offensive battle of major proportions. 

OKW had likewise warned, and pointed out, that a new danger had 
arisen in the Mediterranean. Eisenhower was about to land on the Italian 
mainland. If he succeeded, Panzer had to be transferred from the East. 
But Hitler had pointed out the danger of the Kursk salient where the 
Russians had assembled huge forces for an offensive of their own. 40% of 
all the Red Army ground forces and all of its tanks had been brought into 
the salient. It was a most dangerous concentration. But it was also a 
tempting objective for a preventive attack. If it succeeded, the Red Army 
would be dealt a mortal blow. Hitler was fascinated by this idea.” 


All this is mere fiction. Manstein and Kluge were the two main advocates of 
Citadel. Model never objected to ‘Citadel’. As commander in chief of 9th Army his 
opinion was not even requested. His objections, which played a major part in the 
decisions to postpone the offensive, were limited to the strength of his army that he 
viewed as insufficient for the task given to it. 

Guderian did indeed fear that his new Panzer models were not yet ready for a 
major battle. However, his objections were not as unambiguous as he would 
attempt to make them appear in his memoirs. In his account of the Munich confer- 
ence, where the first postponement was decided on, he wrote: “I got up, and stated 
that the offensive lacked purpose ... Speer supported me and pointed out the defi- 
ciencies in war production.”” The stenographic minutes of the Munich confer- 
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ence show no mention of the sentence “the offensive lacked purpose.” Speer did 
not attend the Munich meeting. 

‘Citadel’ cannot be labelled Hitler’s battle, unless one attaches the name of the 
Supreme Commander to every major operation of the war. Prior to the conclusion 
of the battles of the winter of 1942, and while Manstein’s counter-offensive at 
Charkov and Belgorod was still in progress, Hitler had issued a directive ( Weisung) 
ie an operational order No.5. It called for a smaller offensive in the spring of 1943, 
with the objective of preventing the Russians from dictating the course of events. 
(Gesetz des Handelns).” The directive made no mention of a major attack against 
the Red Army forces assembled in the Kursk salient. 

Before deciding upon ‘Citadel’, Hitler had ordered two attacks of limited 
scope, ‘Habichr’ and ‘Panther’, south of Charkov. Klink views both those opera- 
tions as simple auxiliaries for ‘Citadel’.“* Téppel’s analysis showed that ‘Panther’ 
was viewed by Hitler as a genuine alternative to ‘Citadel’.*” During the months of 
planning ‘Citadel’, Hitler kept a remarkably clear head, he postponed the begin- 
ning several times and decided to break the battle off when its failure was 
apparent. 


Zeitzler’s battle? 


Zeitzler was the obvious second choice for a culprit. He had developed the original 
plan and ‘Citadel’ was his first major operation, after his appointment as chief of 
the Generalstab. He was obviously eager to show that he possessed the required 
talent at the highest level. His original optimism soon turned into scepticism, and 
he devoted much of his time after the war trying to remove that stain on his reputa- 
tion. He wrote: “It was Hitler’s obsession to resume the offensive in the East. He 
had reached this decision on his own, without taking any advice and no one was 
able to move him. Perhaps it remained possible to influence him in points of 
details, only time would tell.” In a study for the History Division of the US Army, 
Zeitzler wrote that he never supported any of Hitler’s decisions.”” 
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For a number of years after the war, ‘Citadel’ continued to be named Zeitzler’s 
battle. Generals Warlimont,** and Von Mellenthin® supported this misnomer in 
their post-war recollections. Once the label was attached to Zeitzler, some compe- 
tent Western authors, such as the French historian Pierre Masson, who has written 
most comprehensively in French about the German Army, also adopted it. 

He wrote that, “OKH had been guilty of grievous miscalculations in its over- 
confidence in its own forces, and in its inexcusable underestimation of the enemy’s 
reserves.” Bundeswehr General Count von Kielmansegg, who wrote the foreword 
to the German edition of Masson’s book, and corrected a number of his statements 
in footnotes, contradicts him: 


This description is not correct. Hitler’s objections concerned mainly the 
equipment available, but not the operative idea. Insufficiency of equip- 
ment caused him to postpone the original OKH plan that called for a date 
in early May. Zeitzler was in favour of the offensive only until mid-June. 
After that date he began to oppose it, and voiced his objection with strong 
support by Heusinger. It was Manstein and Kluge who insisted on going 
forward with the original plan. They were the ones whom Masson 
labelled the ‘sinners’, and who were guilty of overconfidence in their own 
strength, and the inexcusable underestimation of the enemy’s strength.” 


Hitler was quick to notice that Zeitzler distanced himself from any responsi- 
bility. General Heusinger reported a conversation between himself and Colonel 
Walter Scherff who was Hitler’s writer for recording war history. Scherff was a 
fanatical Nazi. He became a Generalmajor, and shot himself after the German 
surrender. As chief of operations at OKH, General Heusinger was present at all 
situation meetings. His book, Befeh/ im Widerstreit, is written in the form of 
dialogues, mainly between himself and fellow officers between the years 1923 and 
1945. The authenticity of the conversations at the Fihrerhauptquartier was corrob- 
orated by the stenographic transcripts of the meetings. After his temporary fallout 
with Jodl in 1942, Hitler had ordered two stenographers to take down every word 
uttered at his situation meetings and his table talks, to avoid having them ‘altered’ 
in later accounts. Conversations that took place elsewhere have been corroborated 
by survivors. 

Heusinger’s conversation with Scherff quickly focused on the responsibility 
for ‘Citadel’: 

Heusinger: “Don’t you see how the situation becomes more and more 

untenable, by the day, because they are unable to reach necessary deci- 

sions in time. This has already happened at Stalingrad and at Tunis. And 
now were are faced with the same hesitations about the Donets region.” 
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Scherff: “You must not forget that the Fuhrer, as Head of State, cannot 
limit himself to military matters. He must also take politics, economics 
and propaganda into account. He recognises the validity of your 
proposals and torments himself with them more than you think. But he 
has good reasons to discard them.” 


Heusinger: “Does he not, at least belatedly, recognise that his decisions 
were erroneous? Why will he never admit a mistake, why does he always 
search for the guilt of others?” 


Scherff: “You don’t understand the greatness of this man. He suffers the 
fate of all great men. If he were to admit to mistakes, he would become 
unsure of himself and lose strength.” 


Heusinger: “This may well be so. But we can’t lose the war, simply 
because one man, despite all evidence to the contrary, continues to believe 
in the infallibility of his intuition.” 

Scherff: “Again, this contemptible doubt which gains increasing strength 
among the senior generals. The same doubts have been voiced at men of 
genius of the past, only remember Frederick the Great and Napoleon. 
They undermine trust, destroy unity of will and damage our cause. One 
has to believe the genius and put doubts aside.” 


Heusinger: “This is what Zeitzler did at first. But you can see for yourself 
that he can no longer remain blind if he does not want to abandon 


himself.” 


Scherff: “And the obvious consequence of such an attitude is that the 
Fiihrer is blamed for mistakes by others. Hitler did not request the attack 
upon Kursk, Zeitzler convinced him. And now the Fihrer is held respon- 
sible for the failure.” 


Heusinger: “This is not true. Zeitzler was in favour of the attack, if it had 
started in mid June. After that date had passed, he no longer favoured it.” 


Scherff: “Once again the interpretation of the Generalstab. The usual 
method to shift responsibility to others. Herr General, I will report your 
words to the Fiihrer.”” 


A few days later, Heusinger would be taken aside by Schmundt. Schmundt’s 
devotion to Hitler was close to childish, however he always tried to protect fellow 
officers. The wife of Feldmarschall Ritter von Leeb had been reported to the 
Gestapo for offensive remarks about Hitler during a visit to her dentist. This was 
immediately reported to Schmundt who quashed further investigation and told 
von Leeb: “If your wife can’t keep silent, tell her to beware at least of her dentist.” 

Schmundt said to Heusinger: 


Some time ago, an officer who visited you made a negative report on the 
mood of your officers. They criticized the highest leadership in a manner 
that bordered on defeatism, and they quoted you personally. He has not 
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only reported to me, he has also mentioned it to Himmler whom he 
visited yesterday. I wanted to warn you so that you can take steps to 
protect yourself. I don’t know what Himmler intends to do.” 


After the war, Zeitzler wrote that Scherff had purposely shouldered him with 
the responsibility for ‘Citadel.’* In one of his numerous post-war justification 
attempts, Zeitzler wrote that “the wish to attack in the spring of 1943 had been 
Hitler’s obsession. He had reached this decision on his own and no one could 
dissuade him. Perhaps it might have been possible to influence him in some details. 
Time would tell.”” 


Manstein’s battle! 


If ‘Citadel’ can be identified with one commander, it would have to be called 
Manstein’s battle. Manstein had developed the first plan and presented it to Hitler 
on 10 March 1943, during a visit to the Fishrerhauptquartier. Manstein wrote: 


After the battle for Charkov, Army Group South [army group Don had 
been renamed South] intended to take advantage of the weakness of the 
enemy to launch a new offensive before the ‘mud’ period set in. The 
purpose was the eliminating of the Kursk salient. This idea had to be 
abandoned because Army Group Centre had declared itself unable to 
participate in a major assault. Although the enemy had become soft after 
his defeat at Charkov, Army Group South lacked the necessary strength to 
take on the whole operation alone. Therefore a first attack against the 
salient had to be launched alone, from the forehand. [author's emphasis] ” 


The word ‘forehand’ ie taking the initiative, is emphasised because Manstein 
would write in Verlorene Siege that he had always favoured an operation from the 
‘backhand’, ie leaving the initiative to the enemy and then launching a counter- 
attack. He had proposed this idea to Hitler, on 10 March 1943, but Hitler had 
turned him down. It would have meant a temporary abandonment of the Donets 
area that Hitler considered essential for maintaining war production, at least at its 
current level. Manstein admitted that he was unable to judge the economic impor- 
tance of the Donets basin and added one of his strange comments: “Hitler lacked 
daring and trust in his own operative knowledge and in that of his generals.””” The 
reader will have to judge if there is any relation between Manstein’s statement and 
the economic importance of the Donets Basin. 

Manstein’s plan defied comprehension. Had all his military knowledge 
suddenly deserted him? That was unthinkable. Other explanations need to be 
searched for. His plan was based on a cardinal error, one that has been rejected by all 
creators of strategic thought, namely to attack an enemy in his Schwerpunkt. 
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Manstein knew the methods that Hannibal had employed in his defeat of the 
Romans at Cannae. He knew that Napoleon had summed up the art of war in one 
sentence, namely that one could only attack at a point where one was stronger than 
the enemy. Almost 2,000 years previously, Sun Tsu had written: “If you only know 
your own strength but not that of the enemy, you will be defeated. But if you know 
both your own strength as well as that of the enemy, you will always be victorious.” 

Manstein had read all the books by Clausewitz, Moltke the elder and 
Schlieffen. Clausewitz mentions the Schwerpunkt but writes only that ‘an attack | 
against a strong enemy in a good position is always a doubtful idea.’ (missliches — 
Ding.” In his lectures, Clausewitz never touches on matters that are simply 
contrary to common sense.” In Clausewitz’s eyes, ‘one may never attack an enemy 
frontally in his Schwerpunkt, as it is the place where he expects an offensive against 
him.” That was one of the obvious elements of common sense to require absolutely 
no detailed comments. (Se/bstverstindlichkeiten eines gesunden Menschenverstande, 
tiber die man keine langen Ausfiihrungen zu machen braucht.) 

Moltke’s writings are full of warnings against frontal attacks. Schlieffen wrote: 


How to conduct an offensive against the destructive power of modern 

arms is a problem over which all military thinkers constantly argue. (An 

der Frage, wie gegen die verheerende Wirkung moderner Waffen der Angriff 
zu fiibren ist, miiht sich der Scharfsinn der flibrenden Geister ab.) 


All that led to Schlieffen’s rule, to ‘attack the enemy only on his flanks and thus 
bypass him.’ As a result, the Schlieffen plan of the First World War was developed. 
Had a pupil of Manstein at the 7ruppenamt submitted such a paper to him, he 
would have been sent packing. The only explanation possible for Manstein’s aberra- 
tion is that his Aubris had reached such proportions that he became convinced that 
any operation in which he was given freedom of action would lead to success, even if 
it was contrary to all principles of strategy. 

Manstein’s comments are likewise absurd. To describe an enemy, who had 
inflicted defeat on the Wehrmacht at Stalingrad, who had inexhaustible reserves, 
and who out-produced Germany in every area of war production, as having 
become ‘soft’ after the short backlash at Charkov and Belgorod, defies imagina- 
tion. Frieser labels ‘Citadel’ as the most adventurous operation undertaken in the 
Second World War.” In Verlorene Siege, Manstein wrote repeatedly that the flexi- 
bility of German troops was at its best mainly in the summer.® Then he suggested 
an attack in the winter, although the campaigns of 1941 and 1942 had shown how 
little the Wehrmacht was equipped for combat in the winter months. 
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The postponements 


For the number of postponements of the date originally foreseen for the launching 
of the offensive, ‘Citadel’ ranks second only to the attack upon France in May 
1940. 


A fateful postponement’ — Generaloberst Model had made a direct 
report to Hitler 


It is with these words that Manstein heads the relevant paragraph in Verlorene 
Siege. 

e Model's first Troop Command during the Second World War was the 3rd 
Panzer Division at the beginning of the war against Russia. At that time he was a 
Generalleutnant. Six months later he was already a Generaloberst and OB of 9th 
Army. Hitler had no direct part in this rapid promotion. Before Model received his 
Army Command, the two had never met. The personnel department of the army 
had quickly become aware of Model's talent. They felt that he was needed for high 
commands. As OBof 9th Army he conducted a series of successful defensive battles 
around Rshev during the winter of 1942 and the spring of 1943. He was then 
considered to be part of the elite among German Commanders. Model always led 
from the front line. Whether that was the best method for an army commander is 
somewhat doubtful. However, it appealed to Hitler, who always looked back with 
nostalgia on his own experiences as a front line soldier of the First World War. 

Model was among the few commanders who, in a particularly sharp manner, 
dared to contradict Hitler on tactical decisions. Model was highly unpopular with 
his fellow officers because of his rude behaviour. His lack of self-control could be 
humiliating to senior officers, robbing them of their personal dignity. Dislike of 
him increased when he selected an officer from the Waffen-SS as his personal adc 
after his rise to Army Group OB. Little sympathy was lost between him and 
Manstein. During their joint time at the 7ruppenamt, Manstein was Model’s direct 
superior and repeatedly had to call him to order when his behaviour exceeded 
bounds. 

Later Manstein, after his dismissal, would never forgive Model that Hitler had 
picked him as his successor. In Verlorene Siege Model repeatedly became the victim 
of Manstein’s skilfully launched ‘poisoned barbs.’ Many attacks were directed at 
Model after the war, some were unfair. He could not defend himself since he was 
the only Feldmarschall who had chosen suicide rather than captivity. Model shot 
himself on 21 April 1945 after he had simply dissolved his encircled army group in 
the Ruhr Kesse/and told his officers and soldiers that they were free to attempt to go 
home. Winrich Behr was at Model’s side until one hour before the Feldmarschall 
shot himself. Behr told me that Model suddenly exploded in a fit of temper. He 
yelled about the ‘swine’ in Berlin. Then he said to Behr that he could not forgive 
himself for having demanded sacrifices from his soldiers for what tuned out to have 
been an unworthy cause. 

Model had not informed his Army Group Commander, von Kluge, of his 
intention to present a report to Hitler. Relations between Model and Kluge were 


64  Verlorene Siege, p. 488 f 


192 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 
tense. Model considered Kluge to be unreliable and feared that he would not fully 


transmit his concerns to Hitler. Model was no operational genius, he was basically 
a ‘stayer’ and was known as the ‘lion of defence’. He always made a careful study of 
the forces opposing him, insisted upon the availability of adequate reserves and 
never acted without thorough preparation. 

Unlike Manstein, he never denigrated the Red Army, not its combat value, 
nor the talent of its commanders. Model felt that 9th Army had not sufficient 
strength to penetrate the particularly deep defence system of the Russian forces in 
the Kursk salient. He feared that not sufficient account had been taken of new 
Russian anti-tank weapons. As a reward for his success at Rshev, Model had been 
awarded the Swords to the Knight’s Cross. Hitler would usually confer, in person, 
the higher degrees of the Knight’s Cross, Oak Leaves, Swords and Diamonds. 
Model was thus provided with the opportunity of a personal meeting with Hitler 
and he took advantage of this opportunity on 27 April, to request a postponement 
of the date foreseen for the beginning of ‘Citadel’. 


In his account of Model’s presentation to Hitler, Klink wrote; 


The behaviour of Generaloberst Model, OB of 9th Army, is an example of 
the dichotomy prevailing at the highest levels of the military command. In 
his talks with Hitler, and in his memoranda, Model always asserted that the 
offensive would lead to success. At the same time, he constantly requested 
additional troops and equipment. That was the decisive element in Hitler’s 
decision to postpone the date originally foreseen. An examination of all the 
steps taken by Model, during the planning stage, shows clearly that he was 
not only not convinced of a success of the offensive, but that he used all his 
endeavours to delay it as long as possible. His ultimate aim was simply to 
abandon it, while avoiding having to face Hitler directly.” 


That comment is unfair and a typical example of the many post-war attacks 
directed at Model. Model’s overall opinion about ‘Citadel’ was never requested. As 
one of the Army OB he lacked an overall view of the situation. He was not even 
invited to the conference at Munich that Hitler convened after having received his 
report. His only concern was his 9th Army that he knew inside out and which, in 
his judgement, lacked the necessary strength for the task assigned to it. Model 
certainly never feared a direct confrontation with Hitler. Before his direct report to 
him, he had made several appeals to Army Group Centre, first on 8 April, then on 
15 April, and finally on 17 April. In all of them he repeatedly stressed that the 
forces at his disposal were insufficient to launch an attack on the date originally 
foreseen. Army Group Centre paid no attention. 

Brett-Smith was certainly no admirer of Model. He was one of the historians 
who had pinned the label ‘“Nazi-General’ on him, but included him among the 
‘near greats’ in command ability. He wrote that “Model’s objections should have 
been taken seriously, for Model was not the man to complain idly, but they did not 
prevail." Even after Hitler had decided on a first postponement, Model issued 
further warnings. On 21 June he ordered his Ia, Colonel Giinther Reichhelm, to 
draw up a seven-page memorandum in which he summed up his concerns. He had 
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it signed by his four Corps Commanders, Generals Friessner, Gollnick, Lemelsen 
and Harpe, in order to confer additional emphasis on it. The memorandum stated 
clearly that his Army, if provided with the additional troops and equipment 
required by him, might possibly complete its task, provided the overall situation 
had developed favourably.” 

A somewhat curious comment by Masson must be mentioned: “Kursk was 
forced upon a reluctant Hitler by Zeitzler, Manstein and Model.” Again, 
Kielmansegg contradicts: 


This is totally wrong. Hitler had finally come round to accepting the 
concept of ‘Citadel’. No one could ever force anything on him. In June, 
Zeitzler wanted to cancel the whole operation. Strongly prodded by 
Manstein and Kluge, Hitler refused. He felt that he was bound to take the 
initiative and that the increasingly unfavourable war situation made it 
incumbent on him to score at least some success. 


Liddell Hart, to whom every word of Manstein comes close to ‘gospel,’ wrote 
that ‘Citadel’ failed because Model had requested its postponement.” 

Téppel mentions Klink’s opinion, while not subscribing to it. He viewed it as 
a hypothesis and quoted an extract from the 9th Army’s war diary: 


The dice are finally cast. Around 6 pm we are informed by a written 
message from army group that the Fiéhrer has finally reached a positive 
decision about ‘Citadel’. Gruppe Weiss, the code name for 9th Army, is 
overjoyed. Our careful preparations over the past months will now come 
to fruition.” 


Some care is called for when quoting from war diaries. The commanders had 
to sign them but hardly ever took the time to read them. War diaries were 
frequently written in a superficial manner, and some time after the event described. 
Their editing was often given to officers who had nothing more important to do. 
Since copies of the war diaries of large units were always shown to Hitler, words 
like ‘enthusiasm’, ‘joy’, “conviction of success’, were often included. 

Given Model’s outrageous manners, he seldom had a competent staff at his 
disposal. Whenever he arrived at a new command, a number of staff officers, who 
had served under the preceding commander, requested an immediate transfer. The 
few capable staff officers who remained with him could not be bothered with 
keeping war diaries. Colonel Reichhelm told me that 9th Army’s war diary was 
kept at that time by a reserve officer, Lieutenant Wendtlandt, whom he described 
as a totally convinced Nazi, and a less than capable officer. Wendtlandt was later 
sent to the front and was killed in action. 
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‘Citadel’ had originally been planned for the first half of May. On 6 April, * 


Hitler signed his operational order No.6 which ended with the words.” The best 
units, the best arms and the best commanders will lead the battle. ‘Citadel’ must 
appear like a beacon in the eyes of the whole world.”” 

After having listened to Model, Hitler ordered a first postponement. He had 
10 June in view, but did not yet reach a firm decision because he wanted first to 
hear the joint opinions of all the commanders involved. They were ordered to 
attend a joint conference in Munich on 5 May. Manstein labelled that postpone- 
ment as ‘fateful’. However, the delay permitted the bringing forward of additional 
equipment, in particular more Panzer. But this did not keep ‘Citadel’ from devel- 
oping into a fiasco that had to be broken off after a few days. The word ‘fateful’ 
calls for a query. It is easy to imagine what would have occurred, had the attack 
taken place on the date suggested by Manstein. 


The Munich conference 


Manstein had returned from a brief sick leave on 3 May, after receiving treatment 
for his cataracts. He had gone to rest at his home at Liegnitz where his chief-of-staff 
informed him that he was to attend a meeting of high commanders at Munich two 
days later. Manstein’s chief-of-staff Generalmajor Busse, Kluge, the chief quarter- 
master of Army Group Centre, Zeitzler, Guderian, Schmundt, the Luftwaffe chief- 
of-staff, Generaloberst Jeschonneck and Scherff were also present. Manstein had no 
previous knowledge of Model’s report. 

The only reliable accounts, of what was said at Munich, are Busse’s steno- 
graphic minutes. They will be reproduced in full. The memoirs and verbal 
accounts of the other participants serve mainly to show how right they were in their 
objections, while casting aspersions on those who did not share their view. Thus 
Guderian wrote that Manstein, as usual, was not at his best when confronting 
Hitler.” Coming from Guderian, such a statement makes strange reading, since it 
will be a difficult to find an occasion when Guderian was at his best when facing 
Hitler. 

Some historian accounts contain fiction. David Irving quotes Jeschonnek as 
having advanced the opinion that Manstein and Kluge had initially agreed to a 
postponement. When they heard that this was also Hitler's view, they suddenly 
urged an immediate launching of the offensive, to avoid later blame.” Any state- 
ment by David Irving must be viewed with considerable caution. At his recent 
lawsuit in London against Professor Deborah Lipstadt, Irving was shown to be a 
Holocaust denier. No publisher of repute any longer accepts his book and a 
number of countries do not grant him entry visas. Irving has amassed one of the 
most extensive archives about Hitler in private possession. However, he often 
manipulates his documents to adapt them to his views. In this case, he contends 
that his statement was taken from a page from Jeschonneck’s diary which 
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Richthofen had pasted into his own. But he gives no clear identification of either.” 
Jeschonnek was already depressed, since he had been shouldered with the blame for 
the insufficient air supply at Stalingrad. In August 1943 he shot himself. Irving also 
writes that no minutes from the conference exist, although Busse’s account was 
available to him at the BA-MA. 

The atmosphere at Munich was stormy. Old personal quarrels were revived. 
Kluge and Guderian had not met since Guderian’s relief as OB of 2nd Panzer army 
in December 1941. Guderian believed that was due to an intrigue by Kluge. When 
Kluge entered the room and extended his hand, Guderian refused to shake it. Kluge 
then requested Guderian to step outside and queried him about the reasons for his 
behaviour. Guderian replied that Kluge had seriously damaged him in December 
1941, that his health had been impaired as a result, and that he was owed satisfaction. 
Kluge broke off the conversation and the two would not address each other during 
the meeting. A few days later, Schmundr visited Guderian and brought him a letter 
from Kluge with a challenge for a duel in which he had asked Hitler to act as his 
‘cartel bearer’. Hitler did not brook this nonsense and had Schmundt convey an 
order to Guderian to apologise to Kluge. Guderian wrote Kluge a reluctant letter in 
which he regretted having insulted him at Munich, while emphasising that he was 
unable to forgive or forget the injustice he had suffered in 1941.” 

The following is the complete text of Busse’s minutes. The stenographic style 
remains unaltered: 


Discussion between OB [Manstein] and Chief Generalstab: 

Chief Generalstab informs OB about the matters to be discussed and 
develops his views. Fiihrer has become hesitant after having listened to the 
report by Generaloberst Model. He is no longer convinced that the attack 
will break through. Fiihrer is mainly impressed by maps showing a 
Russian defensive system, with a breadth exceeding 20 kilometres and 
very close firing positions. Generaloberst Model has submitted a six-day 
plan for an attempt at breakthrough. Fiihrer has reached the conviction: 


1, that it is doubrful if 9th Army’s Infantry can succeed if Panzer are held 
back. 


2. that it is more than questionable if a Kessel can be established. He feels 
that the enemy, supported by his large size defensive system, will have 
sufficient time to withdraw from any encirclement. 


Since Fiihrer feels that, given the overall military and political situa- 
tion, this first offensive of the year has to result in a conclusive success. He 
has the opinion that, in particular, Army Group Centre has to be 
strengthened with additional Panzer and anti-tank weaponry. This 
should be done by means of more “Tiger ’ Panzer, strengthened armour of 
Panzer 4, Hornissen, Ferdinand, an extra heavy Porsche- Panzer, and anti- 
tank guns. Since all this can only be available on 10 June at the earliest, 
Fiihrer intends to postpone the date of attack accordingly. Fiihrer is 
supported in his views by Generaloberst Guderian. 
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Chief Generalstab then developed his view: 


He is against a postponement, since preparations are already advanced. The 
troops are mentally ready for battle and look forward to it with optimism. 
Therefore any postponement will be to the enemy’s advantage. We will 
only lose the advantage of striking against an enemy not yet fully prepared, 
to beat him and thus become able to build up new reserves for other 
purposes. He doubts if the additional Panzer and other equipment will 
arrive in good time, recent experience points to the contrary. The new 
Ferdinand still suffers from children’s sickness, even Generaloberst Guderian 
doubts if they can become combat-ready in June. 


[Guderian wrote about the Ferdinand Panzer. 


They were a variation of the “Tiger; designed by Professor Porsche, 
equipped with electric propulsion and a 1.70 metre long 8.8 cm calibre 
gun, similar to an assault gun. Apart from this gun, the Ferdinand had no 
other weapons and was thus useless in close combat, in spite of its heavy 
armour and the good quality of the gun. Since production had already 
begun and 90 Ferdinand were available, I had to use them although I 
could not share Hitler’s enthusiasm for the latest ‘toy’ from his favourite 
constructor Porsche.)” 


Chief Generalstab has therefore asked OB and Feldmarschall von Kluge 
to come to Munich, to get their views about Fiihrer’s opinion and to assist 
him in his presentation to Fihrer. Generalfeldmarschall von Manstein said 
that he was in basic agreement with the views of Chief Generalstab. He was 
concerned with the increasing risks at the Eastern and Donets sectors facing 
his army group. While he did not dispute that additional reserves had to be 
brought to the battle, he doubted if they could compensate corresponding 
increases by the enemy and a further strengthening of Russian defensive posi- 
tions. As far as he was concerned, the only advantage of a postponement 
would consist in not limiting reinforcements to equipment, but also bringing 
in additional infantry divisions. When it was reported to Hitler, he was happy 
to throw one of his usual barbs at Manstein, that he always asked for more 
troops than were available. He was unable to judge if this was possible, since 
his overall view of available troop reserves was not sufficient. 

All participants then went into Hitler's situation room. Fiihrer gave a 
lengthy outline of the reasons that led him to consider a postponement. 
He insisted on the following points: 


1. He had been impressed by the maps of enemy defensive positions given 
to him by Generaloberst Model. 


2. He increasingly doubted if he had sufficient strength available. 


3. The failed attack at Novorossisk had shown that, without strong 
Panzer support, the infantry could not penetrate a strong defensive posi- 
tion that was doggedly defended. 
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He had the same fear for ‘Citadel’, where Model’s 9th Army was to 
attack with infantry only, but with its Panzer kept in reserve. Meanwhile, 
Army Group South had only few Infantry Divisions and had already used 
its Panzer during the first attempt. Since Army Group South’s Infantry 
was not sufficient, its Panzer would be already decimated during the first 
breakthrough attempt and would then be unable to force the final break- 
through. Fiihrer then explained at some length that reinforcements could 
be made available by 10 June. In particular, the Ferdinand would reduce 
casualties in attacks of enemy fortified positions. He then requested the 
OB of the two Army Groups to present their views about a postponement. 

Generalfeldmarschall von Manstein commented: He could not judge 
the extent to which an early success in the East was necessary, even desir- 
able, against the overall political and military situation. His army group 
was too weak for the assault, in particular the infantry. Success was only 
possible if he was given additional infantry divisions. In particular: 


1. I feel that a success in the East must be obtained before the fall of Tunis, 
and before the establishment of a new front by the Western Allies. [Tunis 
had fallen two months earlier!) 


2. To wait means an increased risk at the front Mius-Donets. At present, the 
Russians are not ready to attack there, in June they will certainly be ready. 


3. It is doubtful whether our reinforcements will be able to compensate for 
the additional units that the Russians will bring forward. There has been 
one additional month of Russian tank production, new defence lines, and 
recovery from the first mortal blow of German success. 


Fiihrer replied that additional infantry divisions for Army Group 
South are out of the question, and that OB had to keep in mind that addi- 
tional Panzer would more than compensate for insufficient infantry. 

Generalfeldmarschall von Kluge strongly objects to any postponement. 
The information given by Generaloberst Model about the strength of enemy 
position is grossly exaggerated. His maps show a number of former posi- 
tions that had remained from previous battles but which were no longer 
manned. He fears that we will be relegated into the rear. We will be 
compelled to withdraw forces from the attack divisions and become unable 
to offer any further offensive actions during the remainder of the year. 

Fiihrer replied that Generaloberst Model was quite optimistic during 
his presentation, but it was he himself who was the pessimist. 

Generaloberst Guderian emphasised that no efforts should be spared 
in attempting to reduce human loss of life by bringing forward as much 
equipment as possible. He felt that all available Panzer had to be given 
either to Army Group Centre, or to Army Group South, to be totally 
powerful at any one point. 

Generaloberst Jeschonneck agreed with the views of Generaloberst 
Guderian, The attack should concentrate on one single point, and all 
available air force be likewise concentrated there. Russian air concentra- 
tion shows that they intend to direct their attack against Army Group 
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South. Sizeable German air reinforcements are not available, but two 
additional Stuka groups could be put at their disposal. 

Fiihrer closed the meeting without having reached a final decision. It 
is however apparent that he has already decided on a postponement.” 


On the day following the conference Hitler decided to postpone ‘Citadel’ 
until 12 June. General von Mellenthin wrote: “Had ‘Citadel’ been launched in 
April or May it would have yielded a rich harvest. By June all favourable elements 
had vanished.”” Such words belong to the typical post-war wisdom of German 
memoir writers. An attack in April was never on the cards, because in April the 
‘mud’ period still prevailed. The operational order Nr.6 is unambiguous: 


All units of both army groups have to make the necessary preparations far in 
the rear of the lines earmarked for the launching of the offensive, and under 
cover of every measure of camouflage and deceit, so as to enable OKH to 
issue the final order six days after 28 April. Earliest possible date: 3 May.” 


Further postponements 


On 10 May, Guderian attended a meeting at the chancellery of the Reich, in Berlin. 
Hitler had ordered a review of delays in Panzer production and set new targets with 
higher numbers. After the meeting ended, Guderian requested a personal talk with 
Hitler. He asked him: “Why do you want to attack in the East at all this year?” 
Keitel said that there were political reasons and Guderian replied: “Do you really 
think that any person world-wide knows where Kursk is? It is totally indifferent to 
the world if we have Kursk or not. I repeat my question. Why attack at all in the 
East?” Hitler replied: “You are entirely right. The whole idea gives me an increas- 
ingly funny feeling in the pit of my stomach.” Guderian said: “Then you have the 
right feeling. Simply keep your hands off the whole idea.” Hitler assured him that 
he had not reached a final decision." 

Even lower ranks began to grumble. At a meeting at OKH, Colonel Helmut 
Staedke, chief-of-staff of XXXV Corps said to Colonel Heinz Brandt, the Ia at 
OKH's operational department: “What is the purpose of the offensive? To conquer 
some more square kilometres of Russian territory? Surely we have enough of them.” 

Manstein kept his illusions: 


At Army Group South, we remained convinced that the offensive would 
be difficult, but end in success. We had some doubt if we could beat back 
a simultaneous enemy offensive in the Donets region, but we were 
convinced that, after a victory at Kursk, we could overcome any crisis in 
the Donets region and turn it into a great victory.” 


Finally, 5 July was decided upon. Hitler issued an order of the day: 
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The German forces have to strike a decisive blow and bring about a turn 
around of the war. The operation has to be the final battle for German 
victory. A new severe Russian defeat will compound the breakdown of the 
already shaky Russian hopes of a final victory of Bolshevism.” 


Russian intelligence was already unrivalled. The Red Army command had 
advance notice of every German step. Already, weeks before the German attack, 
Army General Vatutin, who commanded the ‘Voronesh front’, informed Stavka 
that the attack was expected between 3 July and 5 July. On 4 July, some German 
engineering soldiers were taken prisoner and revealed the exact hour, 5am, on 
which the offensive would start the following day. German intelligence measures 
were dilettantish. Black Panzer uniforms were exchanged for field-grey battle dress. 
On 3 July, Manstein flew to Bucharest and his departure by car, in full regalia and 
with the large Feldmarschalls baton, was shown in press photos and newsreels. The 
official purpose was to hand Antonescu the ‘Krimschild , a decoration created by 
Hitler after the capture of Sevastopol. The real intention was to create the impres- 
sion that he was not required at the front and that no major action was impending. 
Paul Carell tried his hand at a ‘humoresque’. He wrote that Manstein’s visit was 
cancelled. In fact it was only postponed one day, and added: 


In Moscow, radios began to hum in the offices of Stavka’s fourth floor 
department. Manstein comes to Bucharest to-morrow! The Russian offi- 
cers nodded with satisfaction. If the commander in chief of army group 
South goes to Bucharest to drink cocktails, instead of being at his head- 
quarters at Zaporoshe, major operations will certainly not occur. This was 
what the Soviets were intended to believe. And this was what they did 
believe. 


Whoever listened to the German programme at Stavka headquarters probably 
had a good laugh. 


Citadel — the battle 
Wehrmacht and Red Army units 


Wehrmacht 


Two army groups were engaged in the ‘Citadel’ phase. Manstein’s Army Group 
had been renamed ‘South’ after Stalingrad. The original army group South had 
been split into Army Groups A and B in 1942. Army Group Centre was under 
Kluge. Army Group South consisted of three Armies and one Armeeabteilung, 1st 
Panzer army under Generaloberst von Mackensen, 4th Panzer Army under 
Generaloberst Hoth, the new 6th Army under General Hollidt, which had been 
brought together out of Armeeabteilung Hollidt and Armeeabteilung Kempf. Army 
Group Centre comprised 2nd Army under General Weiss, 4th Army under 
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Generaloberst Heinrici, 9th Army under Generaloberst Model, 2nd Panzer Army 
under Generaloberst Rudolf Schmidt, and 3rd Panzer Army under Generaloberst 
Reinhardt. The brunt of the attack would be borne at Army Group South by 4th 
Panzer Army and Armeeabteilung Kempf, and at Army Group Centre by 9th 
Army. 

The Red Army: Centre front under Rokossovsky, Voronesh front under 
Vatutin, Steppe front under Konev. Until 5 July, the three ‘fronts’ were subordi- 
nated to a ‘theatre’ commanded by Zhukov. On that day the ‘theatre’ was disbanded 
and Zhukov recalled to Moscow. Rokossovsky wrote that Zhukov had himself 
required his return because the ‘front’ commander, in this instance Rokossovsky, 
whose front was the strongest of the three with 16 Armies, was in full control of the 
situation and therefore Zhukov felt that he was of better use in Moscow.** That was 
not the whole truth. Relations between Zhukov and Rokossovsky were difficult. 
Before Rokossovsky’s arrest, Zhukov had been his subordinate, when Rokossovsky 
was released from the Gulag, he served under Zhukov. 

During the Russian retreat in the autumn months of 1941 a dispute arose 
between the two generals. Rokossovsky had ordered a retreat of his army. Zhukov 
had disagreed and Rokossovsky appealed to Stavka. Stavka sided with 
Rokossovsky, Zhukov simply tore Stavka’s order up and told Rokossovsky that 
final authority was vested in him as ‘front’ commander.” In 1941 Rokossovsky felt 
that he had no choice but to follow Zhukov’s order. In 1943 he was already an 
Army General, shortly after he was promoted to Marshal of the Soviet Union. He 
now felt that he was Zhukov’s equal and he had a better relationship with Stalin. 

Mention must be made of Lieutenant General of tank troops, Pavel 
Rotmistrov, who commanded 5th Guards Tank Army. Rotmistrov’s army was 
defeated at Prokhorovka. His post-war description of this encounter was the main 
element in the creation of the Prokhorovka legend. After the war Rotmistrov rose 
to Marshal of tank troops, and chief inspector of the Red Army’s tank forces. 


The battle 


After the interminable rotation of changed plans and postponements, the battle 
was a short final accord. Since Rokossovsky knew the hour of the German attack, 
he ordered the unleashing of a pre-emptive heavy artillery barrage at 2.20 am: 


On 5 July, at 2.20 am the roar of guns shattered the pre-dawn silence of 
the steppe, as the opposing armies faced each other south of Orel. As it 
turned out, on the 13th Army’s sector and part of the 48th Army’s, where 
the enemy’s main effort had been expected, we had anticipated his artil- 
lery preparation by just ten minutes. The fire of more than 500 guns, 460 
mortars and 100 M-13 rocket-launchers smote the enemy’s troops poised 
for the attack, inflicting heavy losses, especially in artillery, and disrupting 
his system of troop control. 

The Nazis were taken completely by surprise and decided that we 
(Rokossosky’s emphasis) were launching an offensive. This naturally 
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upset their plans and caused confusion in the ranks. It took the enemy a 
good two hours to marshal his troops, and it was only at 4.30 am when the 
artillery preparation finally began, at reduced strength and in considerable 


disorder. 


The war diaries of the German units make only scant mention of the barrage. 
They admit that a delay occurred at III Panzer Corps after destruction of a bridge. 
No further delay occurred and the offensive started at the prescribed hour.™ 

It is not unusual in descriptions of battles that the victor dwells with pride on 
all his achievements, while the vanquished attempts to play them down. The truth 
lies often in between. A massive barrage from more than 1,000 heavy guns was 
hardly without effect. Divisions need more than two hours to reach their positions, 
Since ‘Citadel’ immediately turned into a fiasco, no great importance should be 
attached to the Russian barrage. 

The course of ‘Citadel’ can be summarised in a few lines. Model’s 9th Army 
advanced around ten kilometres and suffered 20,000 casualties. After his short- 
lived success at Prokhorovka, Manstein progressed thirty-five kilometres. On 11 
July, Kluge panicked and requested an immediate break-off. The following day, 
the Russians launched the first part of their massive counter-offensive at Orel 
ending in a German rout. On 13 July, Hitler ordered the offensive to be broken 
off. 


The break-off of ‘Citadel’ — another ‘lost victory’? 


On 13 July, Hitler called Manstein and Kluge to the Fishrerhauptquartier to 
inform them of his decision to break off the attack. Again Manstein could not resist 
one of his superfluous comments: “It would have been appropriate if Hitler had, 
for once, decided to travel to his army groups, or if he felt unable to do so, he could 
have sent his Chief of the Generalstab.”® The word ‘once’ is certainly out of place, 
Hitler paid frequent visits to the headquarters of army groups. On 17/18 February, 
he had flown to Zaporoshe for a meeting with Manstein. He left in a hurry on the 
morning of 18 February, because Russian troops had advanced to a point only 10 
kilometres from the city’s outskirts. 

A further visit to Zaporoshe took place on 8 September, for a joint meeting 
with Manstein, Feldmarschall von Kleist, OB of Army Group A and Generaloberst 
Ruoff, OB of 17th Army.” Manstein conveniently forgets that he himself had 
abstained from flying into the Stalingrad Kessel, where his presence had been more 
than required. There was certainly no need for Hitler to displace himself to inform 
the two army group commanders, his decision had already been reached and 
nothing he could have seen on the spot would have altered it. For a communication 
of this kind, the Fihrerhauptquartier was certainly a suitable location. 

In the diaries of OKW, 19 July is given as the date on which ‘Citadel’ was 
broken off: “In view of the strong enemy offensives, proceeding with ‘Citadel’ is no 
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longer possible. Our own attack is broken off in order to create new reserves 
through a shortening of front lines.”' Téppel explains the discrepancy in the dates 
after examination of entries in Kielmansegg’s diaries. OKW refrained from imme- 
diate communication of the date of cancellation in order to give Manstein the 
possibility of pursuing an attack of limited scope, ‘Roland’.”” 

When Hitler communicated his order to the two commanders, Kluge made a 
presentation of the reasons that had led him to request an immediate break-off. 
Manstein contradicted: 


I insisted strongly that, as far as Army Group South was concerned, the 
offensive had reached a point of decision. After our successful defensive 
operations against all reserves available to the enemy, victory was there for 
the picking. If we break off the offensive now, victory will be thrown away.” 


Manstein searched for a scapegoat. He could not blame Hitler, since it was 
Kluge who had urged him to break off ‘Citadel’. Zeitzler wrote that Hitler wanted to 
pursue the offensive and was therefore irritated at Kluge’s sudden change of mind.” 
Manstein may have found it difficult to put the blame on Kluge. Kluge had been his 
main partner in advocating ‘Citadel’, while most other high commanders had 
opposed it from the beginning. 9th Army provided a convenient scapegoat: 


Supreme command broke-off ‘Citadel’ just before the decisive moment. 
Considerations of other theatres of war, Mediterranean etc, influenced 
this decision, as did the failure of 2nd Panzer Army in the Orel salient. 9th 
Army had become stuck. Just a few additional infantry divisions would 


have been sufficient to permit it to pursue its advance with success.” 


The mention of 2nd Panzer Army is an indirect swipe at Model, to whom 2nd 
Panzer Army had been subordinated on 10 July. Generaloberst Rudolf Schmidt had 
been dismissed on that date. His brother had been arrested and during the search of 
his apartment the Gestapo had found letters from the Generaloberst which were 
highly critical of Hitler. Schmidt was immediately arrested and charges were 
brought against him before the Supreme Military Court of the Reich. The army’s 
chief justice was Dr Karl Sack, who was hanged after 20 July 1944. He had 
succeeded in obtaining an affidavit to the effect that the general was somewhat 
mentally disturbed when writing the incriminating letters. Schmidt was acquitted 
but he was not given further commands. After the war, he paid a visit to his native 
city Weimar, in the Russian zone of occupation. He was arrested, and remained in 
prison until 1955 when he was released on grounds of severe illness. He died in 
1957. 

In his further comments, Manstein reverted again to his ‘draw theory’. 


All our reverses could have been foreseen and avoided, if Supreme 
Command had understood in spring 1943 that all efforts had to be 
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concentrated upon obtaining a ‘draw’ in the East or, at least, a weakening 
of Russian offensive strength. But it totally failed to see the obvious.” 


In its own report, 9th Army emphasised that the crisis at 2nd Panzer Army had 
grown with the speed of an avalanche. Generaloberst Model had received permis- 
sion from the highest authority to withdraw his army to its original position, in 
order to create additional reserves of four Divisions through a shortened front 
line. 

Manstein’s mention of ‘other theatres’, such as Mediterranean, are likewise 
not consistent with facts. Nota single unit that participated in ‘Citadel’ was sent to 
Sicily. They remained at first in the Belgorod region, and were then transferred to 
the Donets basin and the area of the Mius river. There a Russian offensive was 
expected to be launched, any day, against 6th Army and Ist Panzer Army.”* 

The Allies’ landing in Sicily resulted in a not unusual post-war quarrel 
between Soviet and Western historians. Those kinds of opposed views increased in 
number as the war progressed both in the East and in the West. Western authors 
contended that the landings on Sicily were an important contribution to the 
Russian victories at Kursk. Soviet historians affirmed that it was the Russian 
victory at Kursk that facilitated the landings on Sicily. Conceivably both opinions 
contain elements of truth. 

Manstein's subordinates did not share his optimism. On 13 July, Generaloberst 
Hoth reported to Manstein that his Army was unable to continue its progress.” 

Not unexpectedly, Manstein wrote about yet one more ‘lost victory’: 


Thus Army Group had to break off the battle, before the decision, 
perhaps when close to victory at least in its operational area. It had 
succeeded in inflicting heavy blows upon the enemy. Not only the 
Russian rifle divisions and tank brigades that had opposed us at the begin- 
ning, but even the mass of mobile units that had been brought to the field 
from reserves, had been at least partly destroyed in the Kursk salient and 
around Charkov. Army Group had faced at least 11 tank and motorized 
corps, and 30 rifle divisions. 

We had taken 34,000 prisoners. 17,000 Red Army troops are esti- 
mated to have been killed in action. This means that at least twice the 
number of soldiers had been wounded. Thus the enemy can be supposed 
to have suffered a total of 85,000 casualties. 

Our Army Group had suffered a total of 30,720 casualties of which 
3,300 killed in action. With the exception of one Panzer division all our 
units remained in shape for further attacks, even if some infantry divisions 
had absorbed heavy losses.'” 


Victory was never close. 
Téppel quoted two entries from Kielmansegg’s diaries: 
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12 July: To-day is probably the turning point ... South is stuck ... At 
Centre, Russian attack against 2nd Panzer Army has led to breakthroughs 
of an amplitude that we had never been able to achieve in our previous 
operations. Whatever strength we still have must be sent there without 
delay. ‘Citadel’ is simply finished, after only one week. The Anglo-Ameri- 
cans progress in Sicily. All this is very sad. 


July 13: Kluge and Manstein are here. ‘Citadel’ is officially buried. The 
situation of 2nd Panzer Army gets worse by the day. The Russians have 
practically broken through at Ulyanovo. On Sicily, general retreat. 


The Red Army losses were far in excess of Manstein’s figures but they were 
easily compensated by reserves. This time, Manstein could no longer refrain from a 
positive mention of the Red Army: 


The extraordinary organisational performance in bringing in fresh 
reserves, and expanding war production, had not been expected by us. We 
were faced with a /ydra that immediately would grow two new heads after 
one decapitation. 


It would fall to Model to present a realistic view of the battle and the causes for 
its failure. On 13 July, the day on which the first phase was broken off, Model 
wrote a lengthy report about the Red Army’s defensive tactics: 


The enemy has operated from a very strong and deep defensive network, 
with heavy concentration of artillery and a particularly strong employ- 
ment of new rocket launchers. His anti-tank weapons were particularly 
efficient. Tanks and other armoured vehicles remained hidden behind a 
careful camouflage, in positions well chosen and difficult for us to locate, 
and even more difficult to combat. The Red Army tanks have a reach that 
makes it possible for them to fire at our own tanks and assault guns, 
without fearing a reply from our side. The enemy embedded his tanks 
into the ground and camouflaged them, thus bringing them into action 
with surprise. Behind those tanks, he amassed further reserves which 
advanced in surprise, opened fire and quickly disappeared when we 
attempted to counter-attack, alternatively they would themselves simply 
continue to attack.” 


In conclusion of his ‘Citadel’ chapter, Manstein wrote: 


At our Army Group, we remained convinced that we would succeed in 
halting the enemy’s onslaught. Apart from our trust in the superiority of the 
German soldier, we could recall the difficult combats of the winter of 1942/ 
43. We had been able to finish them with a victory, our heavy losses not- 
withstanding. Calculations of OKH showed that Russians reserves must 
become gradually exhausted. If they could replace their losses with soldiers 
from only one single age group, the Russians could not be expected to 
mobilize new forces in major numbers, Admittedly, one Russian age group 
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was around three times the number of a German one, But this was a superi- 
. . . 04 
ority in numbers which we were sure to overcome ...’ 


Suddenly Manstein relied on OKH figures that he had often had to accept as 


unreliable. The Russian reserves never faced exhaustion. New large formations 
were set up without interruption until the war's end. The German successes of the 
winter of 1942/43 had turned from lost victories into faded leaves. 


Foreign historians do not share Manstein’s conclusions: 


Pierre Masson: “Could ‘Citadel’ have been a success if it had been 
launched in May as urged by Manstein? Certainly not. Even if Russian 
counter-measures had not yet reached full strength, a first slow Russian 
retreat would have exhausted the German formations’ strength.”"” 


Matthew Cooper: “Whether or not the Germans were ever near to success 
at Kursk, as von Manstein thought they were, is open to debate. One 
thing is certain, even had the two German armies gained open country 
and completed the encirclement, they would have been so materially 
exhausted as to render any further advance impossible.” ‘ 


John Erickson: “Stalingrad itself brought premonitions of disaster to the 
Germans. But the killing-ground at Kursk brought the full reality of vast 
destruction. After the frenzied mechanized jousting on the battlefields, in 
the salient at Kursk, the Ostheer, were fearfully mangled at the hands of 
the Red Army, and now began to wither.”"” 


Albert Seaton: “‘Citadel’ failed because the plan for the offensive was 
badly conceived. Frequent postponements led to a loss of surprise. After 
the experiences of fighting in Stalingrad, the concept of attacking a strong 
enemy in well-prepared positions was of doubtful wisdom. Up to 1943, 
the Germans usually succeeded tactically but failed strategically. At Kursk 
they failed strategically because they were unsuccessful tactically.”"" 


Legends and myths 


The unknown traitor at the Fiihrerhauptquartier 


Since the Russians had advance notice of every step in the planning of ‘Citadel’, 
and moreover, had a network of agents in occupied Europe and neutral countries, 
suspicions of a traitor within Germany were bound to arise. A Russian spy-ring, 
Rote Kapelle, under Lieutenant Harro von Schulze-Boysen operated even within 
the German air ministry. Rote Kapelle was uncovered by the end of 1942 and its 
members executed. 
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Carell had a welcome opportunity to insert a cloak-and-dagger story into his 
book. He published his book in 1966. Rumours about a possible traitor had been 
spread during earlier years, but Carell was the first to put them into detail. He 
began his account with the pathetic sentence: “Fiihrer, if you only knew”!'” He 
wrote about a purported Soviet spy ring, “Werther’. Carell asked: “Who was 
Werther?” and then engaged in increasingly abstruse speculations. Did the Russian 
spy-master have a predilection for the great German poet Goethe? Did he choose 
the name ‘Werther’ out of admiration for Goethe’s novel Die Leiden des jungen 
Werther’ Was it perhaps a phonetic similarity with the Russian word BEPTEP, a 
den of brigands, which was intended to design the Fiihrerhauptquartier? Carell 
leaves his question “who was “Werther’ unanswered”. It had to remain unan- 
swered, since there never was a spy with the name of ‘Werther,’ nor was any 
Russian spy-ring given this name. 

A year after Carell’s book came on the market, the German historian, Wilhelm 
Ritter von Schramm published his work Verrat im Zweiten Weltkrieg (Treason 
during the Second World War).''® In June 1940, von Schramm was one of General 
von Kiichler’s delegates. He negotiated the surrender of Paris, with the French 
authorities in the capital, after it had been declared an open city. Later he served 
some time as Ic on the staff of one of Manstein’s units. Von Schramm made a 
careful investigation into the ‘Werther’ story and arrived at the conclusion that it 
was simply fiction.""" 

His findings were supported by Leopold Trepper, a Polish Jew, who was the 
head of the central body of Soviet European ‘spy-rings’ in Paris. After the war, 
Trepper was arrested and spent some years in the Gulag. After Stalin’s death he was 
set free and defected to the West. There he published his recollections. Trepper 
wrote that the ‘rings’ provided Soviet intelligence with valuable political informa- 
tion. The ‘rings’ had also contact with some members of the German ‘resistance’ 
movement. However, Trepper emphasised that military information conveyed by 
them was mostly useless. Trepper gave the names of all spy-rings and their leaders, 
but he is firm in stating that there never was a ‘ring’, nor an individual agent with 
the name of Werther. Possibly some messages sent by the Swiss ‘spy-ring’ “Rado’ 
had been signed “Werther’. 

Von Schramm then investigated other suspicions that had gained ground. A 
first track had led to the two heads of the German Intelligence Service, Abwebr, 
Admiral Wilhelm Canaris and his deputy, Generalmajor Hans Oster. Both were 
hanged in April 1945. Whether Canaris was an active member of the ‘resistance’ 
movement is still in doubt. It was not unusual for heads of espionage and counter- 
espionage bodies to play a less than transparent game. No doubts exist about Oster. 
He was consumed with hatred of Hitler, to the extent that he did not hesitate to 
give advance notice of every date foreseen for the German attack in the West to his 
friend, the Dutch military attaché in Germany, Colonel Sas. When the Austrian 
Lieutenant Colonel Erwin Lahousen joined the Aéwehr in 1938, after the 
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Anschluss, Oster received him with the words: “You really intend to serve the 
greatest criminal of all time?” '"? 

The Canaris/Oster track had to be quickly abandoned, In the spring of 1943, 
Oster was already under arrest and Canaris’ authority had become increasingly 
eroded by the SD. Von Schramm then investigated the name Pakbo, which 
General Gehlen had used. During the war, Gehlen was head of the department 
‘foreign armies East’, and later was the first head of intelligence of the German 
Federal Republic. Gehlen had associated with Hitler’s closest associate Martin 
Bormann.’ 

For a number of years, Bormann, who had disappeared during the battle of 
Berlin, was rumoured to have been a Soviet spy, who had managed to escape to the 
Soviet Union. Recently, DNA analysis of remains uncovered at Berlin showed that 
Bormann had been killed by Russian fire in his attempt to escape from the Bunker. 
Von Schramm established that Pakbo was an acronym of the Swiss cities 
Pontresina, Arth-Goldau, Kreuzlingen, Bern and Orselina and that the Pakbo 
agent was a Swiss social-democratic journalist Otto Priinter. 

Von Schramm arrived at the conclusion that a traitor, had he existed, could 
only be found among the members of the Sperrkreis J, the inner sanctum of the 
Fiithrerhauptquartier. Only the official members of the Sperrkreis had unhindered 
access to it. They participated in the daily situation reports. Information, which 
was ascribed to ‘Werther’, could only come from one of the members of the 
Sperrkreis, since only they had access to such details. The membership of the 
Sperrkreis remained basically unchanged during the whole war. Hitler was averse to 
new faces in his surroundings. When von Schramm wrote his book, more than half 
of the Sperrkreis members were still alive and he questioned every one of them. He 
wrote that none voiced indignation at a suspicion directed at him, and that all 
simply burst out laughing. 

Since all radio communications from the Sperrkreis were strictly monitored, 
information could only be conveyed by someone who left it at regular intervals. 
This was the case with only one man, Scherffs assistant, Captain Dr Wilhelm 
Scheidt. Scheidt commuted between the Sperrkreis and his Berlin office. He carried 
the minutes of the situation meetings that had to be taken by an officer. Scheidt 
came under suspicison because he was a somewhat shady person. He was the only 
Wehrmacht officer who was a member of the SS. His membership had come to 
light when he married a Slovak woman and had to obtain SS permission for 
marriage to a foreigner. Scheidt was in touch with many circles in Berlin. He was 
also acquainted with members of the ‘resistance’ movement, among them Beck 
and Dr Goerdeler. Von Schramm admitted that at first he shared the suspicions 
about Scheidt, but dropped them, because Scheidt talked too much and thus 
violated the iron-clad rule of silence of an agent. 

Von Schramm also talked with Manstein. Manstein would undoubtedly have 
an interest in the existence of a traitor at highest level, since such a man could 
provide him with an excuse for his failures at ‘Citadel’, and could be viewed by him 
as an obstacle to his dream of achieving a ‘draw’. However, Manstein told von 
Schramm that treason had no part worth mentioning in the whole war. 
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Carell was obviously aware of the suspicions surrounding Scheidt. He wrote: 


It would be tempting to give the name of a particularly suspicious cavalry 
captain, a man pointed out in many documents and in other circumstan- 
tial evidence. If he was not ‘Werther’, he was at least his most important 
aide at OKW. The stringent laws of the Federal Republic protecting the 
rights of the individual, and the absence of final proof, keep me from 
revealing his name. I do not intend to become a prosecutor. I content 
myself by including a ‘mysterious traitor’ in the description of ‘Citadel’. 
‘Werther’ was the masked producer of a grandiose play describing a deci- 
sive battle.'"* 


Von Schramm did not fear the ‘stringent laws of the Federal Republic’ and 
named Scheidt. Carell could not name him, since that would have put his thesis of 
a ‘decisive’ treason to rest. 

Reality is always simpler than mysteries. Soviet information about ‘Citadel’ 
was gathered from the usual military sources, air reconnaissance, large size patrols 
in the field, and interception of German radio communications. Moreover, the 
attack in the Kursk salient had become a subject of gossip in the homeland at an 
early date. 

The German historian Antonius John wrote in his book on Kursk: 


It was no secret in the German public that the Wehrmacht would launch a 
major offensive in the Kursk-Orel area in the spring or summer of 1943. 
From April 1943, it was a subject of widespread gossip all over Germany. 
I was on leave in spring 1943 and an NS Ortsgruppentleiter, only a minor 
city party official, told me, in public, startling details about the plans.'” 


The two-volume history of 4th Panzer division, published in 1989, confirmed 
that the plans for ‘Citadel’ were already widely talked about, in trains bringing 
soldiers home for leave in the early spring of 1943.''° 

John developed a theory of ‘treason by German order’. According to him, the 
Germans were eager to leak information to the Russians, in order to have them 
bring additional forces into the Kursk salient, which would then be destroyed by a 
successful attack.''? This can be dismissed out of hand, the Abwehr was never 
capable of such an ingenious deception. During the Second World War, the 
Abwehr was an unmitigated disaster. It took no notice of most of the things that it 
should never have been allowed to miss. It had over-estimated the French army, 
under-estimated the Red Army, and it had paid no attention to the Russian prepa- 
rations for the Uranus counter-offensive at Stalingrad. It had failed to notice the 
passage of the huge convoy carrying US and British troops through the straits of 
Gibraltar, for the landing in North Africa in November 1942. Its worst failure was 
the lack of attention paid to the coded broadcast on the French programme of the 
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BBC, 48 hours prior to the Allied landing in France on 6 June 1944. The message 
consisted of two verses from a poem by Paul Verlaine: 


Les sanglots long des violons de l'automne 
blessent mon coeur d'une langueur monotone. 


The first line was broadcast 14 days ahead of the landing, to inform the French 
resistance of an imminent landing. The second was broadcast 48 hours prior to it, 
to give the French sufficient time to blow up German railway tracks. The message 
had already been deciphered by the Germans weeks before. However, when the 
second line was broadcast on 4 June, no attention was paid to it, with the result 
that no senior German commander was at his post when the landing began. 


The Prokhorovka myth 


Conceivably, the Prokhorovka myth will never be laid to rest. At first it was the 
largest tank battle of the Russo-German war, then it became the largest tank 
encounter of all times. However, during the October war of 1973, between Israel 
and Egypt, many more tanks were deployed on both sides than at Prokhorovka. A 
recent movie about Kursk, on the American History Channel, deals only with 
Prokhorovka and labels it as the most decisive of all battles in the East. 

The Prochorovka myth rests mainly upon the heroes’ epic account of General 
Rotmistrov'* and the recollections of Marshal Vasilevsky. Carell adopts Rotmistrov's 
account. He calls Prokhorovka the ‘hour of Waterloo’ and labels Rotmistrov’s account 
“the most impressive account ever of a battle, and a most magnificent Soviet contribu- 
tion to military history.”''? Contemporary Russian military historians have discarded 
Rotmistrov’s book as ‘pure fantasy’. 

Vasilevsky wrote: 


If one has to ask for the most important result of the defensive battle at 
Kursk, the destruction of the German Panzer units ranks foremost. Rela- 
tive strength in this most important arm swung in our favour, mainly 
thanks to the great tank battle at Prokhorovka. I was an eyewitness to that 
truly titanic duel between two armies of steel. It took place on 12 July, in 
the Kursk salient. More than 1,200 tanks and other motorized vehicles 


participated.” 
The historian Valentin Pronko added: 


In the southern sector the German offensive likewise ended in failure. The 
high point was reached on 12 July, the day on which the largest tank 
battle of the Second World War took place at Prokhorovka. It ended in a 
victory for the Red Army.” 
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Until Téppel published his findings, the number of tanks engaged at 


Prokhorovka remained in dispute. Masson wrote of 700 German Panzer and 
assault guns that faced an overwhelming superiority. “It was the largest tank battle 
of the war, a merciless duel.”'”” Kielmannsegg showed that Masson followed the 
numbers indicated by Rotmistrov, and indicates 237 German Panzer and 800 
Russian tanks.'? Téppel devoted 25 pages of his work to Prokhorovka and, thanks 
to his careful evaluation of all available documents, his figures may well be consid- 
ered as being final.'”* 

On 8 July, 1st Soviet Tank Army had launched a massive attack against 4th 
Panzer Army and was beaten back with heavy losses. The battle of Prokhorovka 
took place on 12 July, and for the second time Manstein owed his success to SS- 
Obergruppenfiihrer Hausser, who commanded II SS-Panzer Corps. 

The battle began on 12 July. On its eve, II SS Panzer Corps had 236 Panzer 
ready for action. Among them were 15 Tiger and 8 captured Russian T—34 tanks, 
60 assault guns and 40 Marder vehicles. Only two of Hausser’s divisions took part 
in the battle, with a total of 204 vehicles. The Red Army’s 5th Guards Tank Army 
launched the offensive. Its total strength comprised 850 tanks and other motorized 
vehicles of which 550 were engaged. Thus, one is far distant from the greatest tank 
encounter of all times. The Germans were at first taken by surprise but quickly 
regrouped and counter-attacked. By noon, the Sth Guards Tank Army was forced 
on the defensive. A second attack was launched by the Red Army’s 2nd Guards 
Tank Corps. It also had to retreat to its initial positions in the afternoon. 

On the evening of 12 July, Manstein sent a message of congratulations to II 
SS- Panzer Corps: “The commander in chief of army group South, Feldmarschall 
von Manstein, conveys his gratitude and his appreciation to the division of II SS- 
Panzer Corps for its outstanding success and exemplary valour during the 
battle.”'*° No mention of this message is found in Verlorene Siege. 


The memory of some generals show surprising gaps. In August 1943, 
during the defence battles west of Charkov, commander Manstein had 
credited Waffen-SS division Das Reich with throwing back the Red Army 
troops which had broken through at Belgorod-Valki and thus enabling 
him to launch his counter-offensive. Memoir writer Manstein does not 
remember.’ 


German losses at Prokhorovka were insignificant. From 10 July to 13 July, 
Army Group South lost a total of 31 tanks and 3 assault guns. Rotmistrov wrote 
that German losses amounted to 350-400 German tanks out of which were 70 
Tiger. Such a number of Tiger were not in action. Rotmistrov needed a scapegoat 
and found it in Ist Tank Army, which had been scheduled to participate in the 
battle but failed to do so. 1st Tank Army had indeed been held back by Vasilevsky 
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and Vatutin, although Vasilevsky had urged Stalin a few days earlier to engage it. 
Rotmistrov admitted that he lost 420 tanks, out of which 112 only could be 
repaired in time. Stalin is purported to have said to Roumistrov after the battle: 
“What have you done to your magnificent tank army?”'”” 

The first appearance of the Tiger had caught the Russians by surprise. Some 
Tiger had been in action previously, both in other sectors of the Eastern front and 
in North Africa. But Red Army units at Kursk encountered them for the first time. 
Their size caused the Russians to fear that the Germans had finally built a tank that 
was more than a match for the T—34. They had not yet perceived the weaknesses of 
this model. They would soon find out that it was not more difficult for a T-34 to 
destroy a Tiger than for a Tiger to destroy a T—34. 

At Prokhorovka, their first remedy was to embed their own tanks. 
Rokossovsky wrote: 


This order had been prompted by circumstances. I remembered only too 
well the time when our tank men had hastily launched a head-on attack 
against Tigers. They had suffered substantial casualties and been hurled 
back behind the infantry lines. The situation then had been saved by our 
artillery, which had stopped the enemy with well-aimed direct fire.'” 


The importance of Prokhorovka resides solely in the many legends written 
about it. It was not Carell’s ‘hour of Waterloo’, nor had it any impact on the final 
outcome of the battle. Had the legends not been created, accounts of the war in the 
East would mention it only in a few sentences. It was a short-lived tactical success 
of the Wehrmacht, which was nullified the next day by the massive Russian 
counter-stroke at Orel, and the break-off of ‘Citadel’. 


The myth of the German Panzer swan song 


The term ‘swan-song’ was employed for the first time by the Russian Marshal 
Konev.'” Zhukov concurred and wrote that the elite units and the strongest forces 
of the enemy were destroyed at Kursk.'*° But the author of the myth is Guderian: 


The failure of ‘Citadel’ had resulted in a decisive defeat. Our tanks, that 
we had succeeded in rendering fit for battle, could no longer be employed 
after their heavy losses and the casualties of the troops. Their re-establish- 
ment in the East and even more so against the impending Allied landing 
in the West was then in doubt. Of course, the Russians took full advan- 
tage of their success. There was to be no more lull in the East. Initiative 
was then finally with the enemy.'” 


Guderian’s views reflect his anger at the employment of his best Panzer in ‘Cita- 
del’, an operation that he opposed. In his memoirs, this feeling was compounded 
when, in 1944 the best remaining Panzer Divisions were withdrawn from the East, 
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where a major Russian offensive was in the offing. They were transferred to the West to 
take part in the ludicrous Ardennes offensive. Since he was the creator of the German 
Panzer Arm, it is not surprising that other German generals and military historians 
shared his views about its final demise. General Warlimont wrote that all German 
troops engaged at ‘Citadel’ were burned to a cinder. (zur Schlacke verbrannt)'**General 
von Mellenthin contended that all Panzer and Panzergrenadierdivisionen (the name 
given during the war to motorized infantry divisions) were bled ‘white’. He wrote that 
the flower of the German army had been totally destroyed'*’ and Gérlitz added that 
‘Citadel’ broke the neck of the German Panzer arm.'* 

Such opinions have found their way into the works of some contemporary 
Russian military historians. Boris Solovev wrote in 1998 that a determination of 
the exact German losses at Kursk was one of the most important tasks confronting 
Russian historians. Russian estimations of German losses would have to be revised 
upwards, but have to wait for the time when German archives would become 
accessible.'** German archives had been accessible many years earlier and in 1998 
Russians could already freely travel to the West. 

In Soviet literature, German Panzer losses in the first days of the Kursk battle 
are given as 2,828 Panzer in total, out of which more than 700 Tiger. In reality, the 
total number of Panzer engaged during the whole battle for Kursk amounted to 
3,147. Production of Tiger during 1943 was 350, of which 147 were given to army 
groups Centre and South. 

At the end of 1943 the Wehrmacht had still more than 3,000 combat-ready 
Panzer. During July/August 1943 German Panzer losses on the whole Eastern 
front amounted to 1,337.'** Most of the losses did not occur at Kursk but in the 
battles in the Donets and Mius areas. During ‘Citadel’ 2,374 Panzer were engaged, 
of which 270 were lost.'*’ German war production continued to increase in 1944. 
There was no ‘swan-song’ until the end of the war, Panzer remained the backbone 
of the Wehrmacht. 

The three Russian ‘fronts’ had a total of 5,130 tanks engaged at ‘Citadel’. 
Sokolev estimated Russian casualties at Kursk at 1,677,000 killed in action, 
wounded and missing.'** German casualties amounted to 200,000.'” During the 
summer of 1943 Russian tank losses in the East were six times the Panzer losses of 
the Wehrmacht.‘ 

All these figures can be called part of the statistical numbers game. After the 
‘Citadel’ fiasco, the Wehrmacht can be likened to a groggy, beaten prize-fighter, 
who still manages to rise from a knock down, but who is unable to throw a further 
punch of his own. 
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Chapter 5 


Manstein and 20 July 1944 


| i 1943 Manstein was on three separate occasions approached by three leadin 
members of the military ‘resistance’, Tresckow, Stauffenberg and Gersdorft 
They tried to persuade him to join the movement. Manstein was adamant in his 
refusal. But he always left a door open for himself, in case a coup carried out by 
others might succeed. Manstein never reported those talks. He remained true to 
the age-old Prussian Officer Ethos never to denounce comrades. In the first edition 
of his recollections, Fabian von Schlabrendorff, a cousin of Tresckow, accused 
Manstein of having denounced Tresckow.’ The renowned historian Joachim Fest 
later adopted Schlabrendorff's contention.’ In the subsequent editions of his book 
Schlabrendorff retracted his charge. 

In the first two decades after the war, the main criticism levelled against 
Manstein dwelt on his refusal to join the ‘resistance’. Some of his antagonists 
contended that Manstein, by choosing to stay aside, compromised the success of a 
plot against Hitler. This does not stand up. Since the bomb planted by 
Stauffenberg on 20 July failed to kill Hitler, any attempt at a coup d ¢tat against him 
was doomed to failure. Against a Hitler who had remained alive, no military 
commander carried any weight. Manstein’s military standing would have been 
meaningless. Had Manstein participated in the plot, he would likewise have ended 
on the gallows. 

German literature concerning 20 July is very extensive. There is no disagree- 
ment among authors in their accounts of the development of the ‘resistance’. Only 
biographies of the military and civilian participants vary at times about the role 
played by their heroes. Peter Hoffmann’s 1,000 pages Widerstand, Staatstreich, 
Attentat (Opposition, coup d état, assassination attempt) is acknowledged as the 
standard work about the ‘resistance’.’ The main actors are the subject of biogra- 
phies, Stauffenberg by Peter Hoffmann* and Wolfgang Venohr’, Tresckow by 
Bodo Scheurig®, Beck by Wolfgang Foerster’ and Klaus-Jiirgen Miiller®, Oster by 


1 F.von Schlabrendorff, Offiziere gegen Hitler, first edition Zuerich 1946, second 
revised edition Berlin 1959 (henceforth: Schlabrendorff) 
J. Fest, Staatsstreich. Der lange Weg zum 20. Juli, Berlin 1994 (henceforth: Fest) 
P-Hoffmann, Widerstand, Staatstreich, Attentat, Der Kampf der Opposition gegen 
Hitler, Munich 1979 (henceforth: Hoffmann) 
4 P. Hoffmann, Claus Schenck, Graf von Stauffenberg und seine Briider, Seutegart 1992 
(henceforth: Hoffmann Stauffenberg) 
W. Venohr, Stauffenberg-Symbol der deutschen Einheit-eine politische Biographie, 
Berlin 1968 (henceforth: Venohr) 
B. Scheurig, Henning von Tresckow, Hamburg 1973 (henceforth: Scheurig) 
W. Foerster, Generaloberst Ludwig Beck. Sein Kampf gegen den Krieg, Munich 1953 
K.-J. Miiller, General Ludwig Beck. Studien und Dokumente zur politisch-militérischen 
Vorstellungswelt und Téatigkeit des Generalstabschefs des deutschen Heeres 1933-1938, 
Boppard 1980 
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Count Thun-Hohenstein’, and Halder by Christian Hartmann’ and Gerd 
Ueberschir.'' Gersdorff survived and wrote his memoirs.'” 


Manstein’s views about a coup d état 


The events of 20 July 1944 are absent from Manstein’s memoirs. Some passing 
mentions concern participants who had been close to him. 


General von Stiilpnagel, military commander France, was a victim of the 
aborted coup of 20 July.” 


During the war, Tresckow became one of the heads of the military ‘resis- 
tance’, without my having any knowledge of it. When the coup of 20 July 
failed, he was chief-of-staff of an Army, and committed suicide at the 
front line. 


Schulze-Biittger, a most gifted and noble-minded officer, unfortunately 
became one of the victims of 20 July.” 


Colonel Finck: As a participant in the conspiracy against Hitler, he was 
executed after 20 July." 


After his last talk with Tresckow, Manstein was obviously aware of the part 
played by him. When attacks directed against Manstein increased in number after 
the war, he took position against them in correspondence with his wife, and also in 
letters to those, both in Germany and abroad, who had intimated that he had 
betrayed comrades. Some of Manstein’s arguments are convincing, others remain 
somewhat hollow. 

In Soldatenleben, Manstein developed his general views about a coup d état, 
without specific reference to 20 July: 


With a totalitarian regime, in particular under the dictatorship of a man 
like Hitler, the only way to topple him was a coup d ¢tat, resulting in the 
fall of the regime and the elimination of Hitler and his closest associates. 
The German soldier's ancestry and his upbringing made him totally 
unsuitable for taking part in such activities. 

A coup d état, headed by the military, could only be undertaken with 
success if all three Wehrmacht arms had agreed to participate, and if they 
could be certain to be backed by the German people. Apart from the very 


9 R. Galeazzo, Grav von Thun-Hohenstein, Der Verschwérer-Generalmajor Hans Oster 

und die Militdéropposition, Berlin 1982 (henceforth: Thun) 

10 C. Hartmann, Halder, Generalstabschef Hitlers 1938-1942, Paderborn 1991 

11 G. Ueberschar, Generaloberst Franz Halder, Generalstabschef, Gegner und Gefangener 
Hitlers, Gdttingen 1991 

12 R. Frbr. von Gerdorff, Soldat im Untergang-Lebensbilder, Frankfurt 1979 (hence- 
forth: Gersdorff) 

13 Soldatenleben, p. 225 

14 Ibid, p. 265 

15 Verlorene Siege, p. 534 

16 Ibid, p.326 
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last weeks of the war, perhaps, such prerequisites never existed in all the 
years of the regime. After the reintroduction of nation-wide military 
service, officers could no longer be certain of the total obedience of their 
subordinates, as had still been the case during the Reichswebhr years. 

No military leader enjoyed a standing with the German people that 
could have permitted him to head an uprising against Hitler. There 
would have been no chance of success. One can understand that 
emigrants, who were unable to gauge conditions prevailing at the time, or 
politicians who no longer held positions of responsibility, appealed to 
soldiers, in claiming that it was their duty to replace a regime based on 
force, with one based on the rule of law. One can certainly sympathise 
with those to whom National-Socialism caused heavy personal suffering, 
if they blamed the Wehrmacht that it did not act while there still was time. 

But the question that confronted German soldiers during those years 
was totally different. They had to choose between two alternatives. On 
one side was a man and his regime who had rescued the Reich from impo- 
tence, and put an end to the suffering and the inner conflict of its people. 
Admittedly, it was accompanied by acts of terror and perversion of justice. 
That it would develop into total terror could not have been foreseen at 
that time. On the other side, was the possibility of a civil war, the end of 
which could not be foreseen but that could well have led to the victory of 
Bolshevism. The German people would once more be torn apart. The 
Wehrmacht might have disintegrated and become an easy prey for hostile 
neighbours. Furthermore, soldiers were bound by their oath of alle 


. 17 
glance. 


Manstein’s side-swipe at emigrants and politicians was out of place. As a 
memoir writer Manstein knew well that emigrants had no part in the ‘resistance’. 
The politicians, whom he always showered with contempt, had played an active part 
in the conspiracy. Manstein also knew that the attempt of 20 July was carried out by 
officers who, in his view, lacked the prerequisites for such action. Nineteen Generals, 
among them three Feldmarschalls, von Witzleben, von Kluge and Rommel, lost their 
lives, either by execution or by committing suicide, after the attempt had aborted. 

The possible triumph of Bolshevism in a civil war is a fiction. Had a civil war 
erupted, it would have taken place between the Wehrmacht and fanatical 
supporters of Hitler. Neither was committed to Bolshevism. The former German 
Communist party had practically disappeared and had only a few remaining active 
supporters. The German Democratic Republic was not the result of a civil war, it 
was established by the Russians in their zone of occupation. 

In a reader's letter to the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung on 10 October 1988, 
Manstein’s son Riidiger gave an account of his father’s convictions and his reasons 
for refusing any part in the plot: 


¢ Obtain a ‘draw’ through a military stalemate. Therefore the Wehrmacht had to 
remain totally united. 
* Asuccessful coup will unavoidably lead to total military defeat. 


17 Soldatenleben, p.267 ff 
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¢ Hitler was the only man who enjoyed the trust and faith of the soldiers and of 


the whole nation. 

¢ A military commander cannot demand obedience from his soldiers over the 
years, and then lead them into defeat with his own hands. 

¢ A successful coup would not affect the Allied demand for unconditional 


surrender. 


Neither Manstein’s own views, nor the opinions of his son are convincing. 
The renewed mention of Manstein’s ‘draw theory’ is not surprising. Did a highly 
intelligent man like Manstein really believe in it? In Verlorene Siege he maintained 
it throughout. It was a comfortable apology for the many ‘lost’ victories. However, 
in his personal diary, in an entry of 8 August 1943 that was obviously not intended 
for third parties, he qualified it: “If we vanquish the Russians, or at least, succeed in 
halting and ‘bleeding them white’, we will always be able to finish off the Western 
Allies in Europe. If the Russians win, the war is lost.”* Given the industrial poten- 
tial of the United States, which was already fully developed in war production in 
1943, that opinion was likewise divorced from reality. Germany’s collapse was 
already accomplished in 1943, the absurd pursuit of a lost war, which the generals 
preferred to a coup, only delayed it at the cost of senseless additional loss of life. 

It is true that Hitler continued to enjoy the trust of the German people, but 
would that trust have been devolved to his successors, had he been killed on 20 
July? Hitler never had an official successor. The Third Reich had no constitution to 
replace the constitution of the Weimar Republic, and was solely concentrated on 
his person. In his speech of 1 September 1939, Hitler had designated Goring as his 
first successor. If Géring were to disappear, his place was to be taken by Hess and if 
“something were to happen” to Hess, “I will call the Senate into session, which will 
designate the most worthy, and that is the bravest”. These were empty phrases. 
Géring was never taken seriously. Even before the war he was the target of under- 
ground jokes and in 1943 he was just an operetta figure. By 1943, “something had 
happened” to Hess, who was already in England. A Senate never existed. It is some- 
what difficult to imagine a Heil Himmler, a Heil Bormann or a Heil Goebbels. 
History shows that a dead dictator is soon forgotten. 

When Mussolini was overthrown in 1943, waves of joy swept through Italy. 
Three weeks after Stalin’s death, his name had disappeared from the Soviet press. 
The fear of a civil war, a standing argument with the generals who opposed a plot, 
is also doubtful. It can safely be assumed that, in the event of Hitler’s death, the 
troops would have obeyed the orders of their commanders. 

High SS officers likewise participated in the plot. Those who were arrested for 
a few hours on 20 July, before the failure of the coup became apparent, remained 
quiet, and appeared to be unperturbed by the events. Major Remer quelled the 
uprising in Berlin, and admitted in the video Operation Walkiire by Joachim Fest, 
that he had at first decided to obey the ‘Valkyria’ orders and arrest Dr Goebbels. 
But one of the officers of his battalion, the reserve Lieutenant Dr Hagen, warned 
him that matters looked suspicious and convinced him that he should go to Dr 
Goebbels, who immediately put him on the phone to Hitler. 


18 Hoffmann, Stauffenberg, p. 313 
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The military commanders had indeed demanded the utmost sacrifice from their 
soldiers, but the defeat was not caused ‘by their own hands’, but by Germany's 
enemies. This truism need hardly be emphasised. The German Generals simply 
abandoned their soldiers to their fate. The fatality casualties after 20 July reveal stag- 
gering figures: 

Fatal German casualties/missing, numbers from 1 September 1939 up to 6 
May 1945: 


* 1 September 1939 to 20 July 1944: Soldiers killed in action 2,335,000, 
civilian population deaths: 500,000. Thus a total of 2,835,000 fatal casualties 
over a period of 1,785 days, a daily average of 1,588. 

* 20 July 1944 to 6 May 1945: Soldiers killed in action 1,976,000, civilian 
population deaths 2,850,000. Thus a total of 4,826,000 fatal casualties over a 
period of 290 days, a daily average of 16,641." 


Given such devastating figures, one might ask if the German Generals should 
not have been deferred to a German tribunal after the war, for crimes committed 
against their own soldiers. The soldiers decayed in their graves. The Generals were 
released after a few years from Allied imprisonment. They were received like heroes 
by veterans’ associations and wrote their memoirs. Only Feldmarschallvon Kiichler 
abstained. When his friends beseeched him to write his memoirs, he refused and 
said to them: “The German generals should remain silent, since they had done 
nothing to avoid the catastrophe.””” Kiichler remained true to the dictum of the 
famous Prussian general of the 1870/71 war, Constantin von Alvensleben: “A 
Prussian general dies, he does not write memoirs.” 

Undoubtedly, the Allies should have kept to their demand for unconditional 
surrender, even if the plot against Hitler had succeeded. Ernst Jiinger told General 
(Bundeswehr) Dr Giinther Kiefling after the war, that total surrender always 
followed total war. Extreme effort in war leads to total inactivity at its end.””' The 
‘resistance’ found little echo in the West. It was even viewed with a negative eye, 
after knowledge was gained of a memorandum by Dr Goerdeler. He had been 
considered as Chancellor of the Reich, only after a successful plot, in which he 
demanded that Germany should remain within its borders of 1938, including 
Austria and the Sudeten provinces. Obviously, the Allies would not allow a new 
Germany to keep territories that Hitler had incorporated by military force. The 
difference between a ‘military surrender’ and an ‘armistice’ is only semantic. In 
both cases the victor dictates the conditions and the vanquished has to accept 


19 Letter by Generalmajor(Bundeswehr) Dr.Eberhard Wagemann, former commander 
of the Bundeswehr academy to Stahlberg, August 21, 1993, Stahlberg, p. 457. The 
final figures of German casualties during the second world war have never been 
conclusively determined, however the numbers indicated ibn all sources published to 
this day, show the same relation between the figures predecing July 20 and the 
months thereafter. 

20 Told to the author by Dr, Georg Meyer who had heard it from some friends of 
Kiichler. 

21 G. Kie&ling, Verséumter Widerspruch, Mainz 1993, p. 336 (henceforth: Kie&ling) 
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them. Minor concessions are always obtained. On 8 May 1945, Jodl succeeded in 
obtaining a delay of 24 hours, before the surrender that he had signed took effect. 

When questioned by the Gestapo after the failed coup, Stauffenberg’s brother 
Berthold said: 


In our view, only a rapid end to the war would provide Germany with a 
tolerable future. But all of us knew that this could not be achieved as long 
as the present regime remained in power. Only an elimination of Hitler, 
by force, remained as a solution.” 


Manstein’s reference to the oath lacks relevance. Manstein had already sworn 
three oaths, he would also have sworn a fourth one. The oath is not one-sided, it 
also commits the state, or the man, to whom allegiance is pledged. Aristotle had 
pointed out that an ‘oath could become invalid if its beneficiary violated his 
commitments’. Cicero, Thomas Aquinas, the ‘Strassburg oath code’ of 843 AD, 
the Magna Charta Libertatum of 1215, and many other codes have been expressed 
in a similar vein.” A dictum of the mediaeval Western Gothic kingdom stated: ‘Rex 
eris, si recte facies; si non facias, non eris.”** Theodor Fontane wrote in his Vor dem 
Sturm. “If the sovereign departs from his oath, be it through insanity, crime or 
other reasons, my oath is no longer valid.” 


The first plots 


The numerous attempts by the military to remove Hitler, either by a coup d¢tat or 
by simply killing him, were an uninterrupted sequence that moved from one 
Wehrmacht centre to another. At first, in 1938, the centre was at OKH in Berlin. 
Then, in 1941, it moved to the staff of Army Group Centre in the East. When that 
staff was dispersed in August 1943, the staff of the Ersatzheer became the new and 
final centre. The ‘Replacement Army’ was charged with raising reserves of troops 
and equipment, in Germany, to make up for deficiencies caused by casualties in the 
fighting unit,. The final coup attempt, on 20 July, was launched from its Berlin 
headquarters, the Bendlerblock. Hitler survived all direct attempts on his life 
through sheer chance. 


Elser 


On 9 November 1939, a carpenter, Georg Elser, had planted a bomb at the 
Biirgerbraukeller, the Munich beer hall where Hitler had launched his aborted 
putsch on 9 November 1923. It was the deed of a loner, the only such attempt ever, 
where only one man was involved. Hitler made a public speech at that location on 
every anniversary of the putsch. On that day, bad weather did not permit him to fly. 


22 H. Jacobsen (ed.) Spiegelbild einer Verschwérung. Die Kaltenbrunner-Berichte an 
Bormann und Hitler iiber das Attentat vom 20. Juli 1944. Geheime Dokumente aus dem 
chemaligen Reichssicherheitshauptamt, erweiterte Ausgabe, Stuugart 1984, vol. 1, p. 19 
(henceforth: Kaltenbrunner reports). 

23 Acomplete list in Kosthorst, p.288 ff, with the title: ‘Traditions of ancient Europe of 
the right to resist the sovereign’s abuse of power.’ 

24 Ibdid, p. 209 
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His personal railway coach was attached to a train to Berlin that had to leave at 
9.35pm. Hitler left the hall at 9.07pm. The bomb exploded at 9.20pm, killing 
eight people in the audience and wounding sixty-three. The bomb had been placed 
in such a perfect place that Hitler could not have escaped death, had he stayed until 
the end of the meeting. The Gestapo refused to believe that it was the work of a 
single ordinary man. Elser tried to escape to Switzerland on the following night, 
but was arrested at the border crossing, near Konstanz. He confessed, and was sent 
to the Dachau concentration camp. There he was kept alive until the last weeks of 
the war. On 5 April 1945, the head of the Gestapo, SS-Gruppenfiihrer Heinrich 
Miiller, ordered the Dachau camp commander to have Elser shot. 


Halder and Oster 


Manstein had no knowledge of Halder’s attempts in 1938. He was the last man 
whom Halder would have taken into his confidence. Oster likewise always kept 
Manstein at a distance. Manstein heard about Halder’s plans for the first time at 
the Nuremberg trial of the major Nazi war criminals.” 

Halder’s first idea was to take advantage of a train journey by Hitler, to bring 
about an explosion and then claim that Hitler had perished in a train accident. He 
abandoned this idea after Beck discovered the plan and told him that he was 
opposed to bloodshed as a matter of principle. 

Halder then planned to have Hitler arrested at the chancellery by Wehrmacht 
units, and then put him on trial, if he decided to go to war over the Sudeten crisis. 
He enlisted the support of General von Witzleben, at that time commander of the 
Berlin Wehrkreis, General Hoepner, who commanded the 1“ Light Division in 
Thuringia, General von Brockdorff-Ahlefeld, commander of 23 Infantry Divi- 
sion at Potsdam and Colonel Paul von Hase, who commanded a regiment in a 
Berlin suburb. On 20 July von Hase, then a Generalleutnant, was the Berlin city 
commander. He was hanged after the failure of the coup. Witzleben said to 
Hjalmar Schacht: “With Halder or without him, with an order from above, or in 
disobedience of one’s direct superiors, this time we have to go all out.””° 

Halder’s plan contained some quixotic elements. 1938 was not 1944, In 1938 
Hitler stood at the zenith of his popularity. It is more than doubtful that soldiers 
would have obeyed their commanders in an action directed against him. Individual 
generals had no difficulty in entering the chancellery. Troops who approached 
with obvious intentions would have been met by arms fire from the guards that 
would have been quickly reinforced by SS and police units. It would have been 
difficult to find a tribunal prepared to try Hitler. Had such a trial taken place, 
Hitler's rhetorical genius would probably have had him emerge triumphant from 
the proceedings. 

Major Friedrich-Wilhelm Heinz, one of the young officers who had joined the 
conspirators, quickly recognised the ‘utopian elements’ of Halder’s plan. So he 
convinced some of his comrades to engage in an ‘additional conspiracy within the 


25 Soldatenleben, p. 
26 Thun, p.206 with reference to Oster’s questioning by the Gestapo. 
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“Verschworung innerhalb einer Verschworung ” 575, wahrend der beabsichtigten Verhaftung 

Hitlers durch Witzleben , einen Schu8wechsel zu provozieren und Hitler umzubringen . Zu Halder sagte 
Heinz, daf& ein iberlebender Hitler gefahrlicher war als alle eingesetzten Truppen . Halder hatte sich auch 
Generaloberst v.. Hammerstein-Equord anvertraut , der zu Rudolf Pechel sagte : ,, Gebt mir nur eine 
Truppe , dann wird's an mir nicht fehlen . “S76 Wahrend der ersten Kriegswochen erhielt Hammerstein 
den Befehl ber eine Armeeabteilung im Westen und hatte vor , Hitler bei einem angekUndigten Besuch 
festzunehmen . Der Besuch wurde in letzter Stunde abgesagt und Hammerstein wurde am 21. September 
1939 endgultig in den Ruhestand versetzt . Nachdem er von den 

Ausschreitungen in Polen erfuhr , sagte er zu Pechel . “ Mich alten Soldaten 

haben diese Leute ( seine aktiven Kameraden ) zum Antimilitaristen gemacht .” 577 Die Diskussionen um 
die Alternativen , Hitler zu verhaften toten, setzten sich bis zum Ende fort , auch fuhrende 
Personlichkeiten des Widerstandes , an ihrer Spitze Goerdeler , lehnten den Mord ab und Beck war , 

wie bei ihm oft Ublich , schwankend . 


In Guido Knopps Video , , Hitler - eine Bilanz “ berichtet General (Bundeswehr ) a. D. de Maiziére , da& 
man in der Operationsabteilung des OKH unter nahen Kameraden oft dartiber nachdachte , wie man dem 
Krieg ein Ende bereiten k6nne . Solle man Hitler absetzen , die Ernennung eines Oberbefehlshaber Ost 
erzwingen oder Hitler vor ein Gericht stellen ? Daf& man im OKH tber Anderungen in der obersten Fuhrung 
sprach trifft zu , allerdings erscheinen die von de Maiziére erwahnten Alternativen derart 
wirklichkeitsfremd , dafs man zweifeln kann, ob sie von den klugen K6pfen im OKH in Erwagung gezogen 
wurden .Im gleichen Video findet Kielmansegg , der dem militarischen Widerstand angehGrte , die 
Antwort : ,, Der Mann war Oberster Befehlshaber der Wehrmacht und Oberbefehlshaber des Heeres . Als 
solcher befahl er , wie in allen Armeen und wenn er befohlen hatte , konnte man ihn nur noch umbringen . 
Voila ! ( sic) “. Im Tagebuch Groscurths findet man noch den Eintrag , dafg Halder , mit Tranen in den 
Augen , sagte , er hatte noch wahrend einiger Wochen eine geladene Pistole in der Tasche getragen , um 
den, , Emil “ bei passender Gelegenheit niederzuschieRen . °° Das diirfte wahrscheinlich eine Phantasie 
sein , Halder brach oft in Tranen aus, zu einer solchen Einzelaktion war er kaum fahig . Es gilt heute als 
erwiesen , dafS§ es durchaus moglich war , Hitler , der sich oft in einer jubelnden Menschenmasse bewegte , 
umzubringen . Nach dem migliickten Attentatsversuch Gersdorffs ging dieser in den Union - Club , wo er 
den Kélner Bankier Waldemar von Oppenheim traf. Oppenheim sagte zu ihm , er habe gerade eine 
Gelegenheit versaumt, ,, den Adolf “ 


575 Hoffmann, S. 125. 
576 Ebd., S. 147. 
577 Ebd. 


578 Groscurth , S. 223. 
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umzubringen : ,, Vor meinem Parterrezimmer im Hotel Bristol kam er ganz langsam im offenen Wagen Uber 
die Linden vorbeigefahren . Es ware eine Leichtigkeit gewesen , inm Uber den Fufgangersteig hinweg eine 
Handgranate in den Wagen zu werfen . “579 Oster unternahm dann noch mehrere Versuche , die stets 
schnell abgebrochen wurden . Das neue Zentrum des militarischen Widerstandes wurde bald der Stab der 
Heeresgruppe Mitte . Die Heeresgruppe Mitte und das Ringen um den Feldmarschall von Kluge Peter 
Steinbach beginnt seinen Aufsatz Uber Kluge mit folgenden Satzen : ,, Es gibt nur wenige hohe militarische 
Fuhrer , deren ganzes Leben und Handeln geradezu unaufldslich mit einem einzigen und noch dazu 
gescheiterten Ereignis verbunden bleiben . Generalfeldmarschall GUnther von Kluge gehorte zu ihnen. " 
580 Steinbach fligt noch hinzu , dafs Kluges Leistungen im Feld oder in der Stabsarbeit nicht besonders 
bemerkenswert waren . Besonders bemerkenswert vielleicht nicht , aber unerheblich waren sie keinesfalls 
. Kluge fihrte bereits in Polen und in Frankreich eine Armee . Am 19. Juli 1940 war er einer der neun 
Generalobersten , die zum Feldmarschall befordert wurden und er flhrte sehr erfolgreich . In RuBland 
fiihrte er zunachst eine Armee , als Bock als Oberbefehlshaber der Heeresgruppe Mitte im Winter 1941 
abgelost wurde , Ubernahm Kluge ihren 

Oberbefehl und seine Fuhrung war den Ubrigen Oberbefehlshabern von Heeresgruppen ebenbirtig , mit 
Ausnahme Mansteins Uberlegen war . Unter Kluges Oberbefehl wurde die grote und am 

besten geplante Riickzugsbewegung der Wehrmacht, ,, Buffel “ , im Friihjahr 1943 , nach den 

Schlachten bei Rshew, von der 9 . Armee ( Model ) und der 4. Armee ( Heinrici ) 

erfolgreich durchgefishrt . Als der Stab der Heeresgruppe Mitte das Zentrum des militarischen Widerstands 
wurde , war Kluge der einzige der neun Feldmarschdalle von 1940 , der ein aktives Kommando an der Front 
hatte . Leeb und Bock waren bereits verabschiedet , Rundstedt war OB 

West , damals ein unbedeutender Posten , Reichenau war einem Schlaganfall zum Opfer gefallen , List war 
in Ungnade verabschiedet und Witzleben war wegen Krankheit in die Fuhrerreserve versetzt worden . Da 
man in Opposition der Ansicht war , da& man einen aktiven Feldmarschall an ihrer Spitze bendtigte , fiel 
die Wahl auf Kluge , in Ermangelung einer besseren Alternative . Fur die inm zugedachte Rolle war Kluge 
deutlich Uberfordert . In der Literatur wird er als ein ,, schwankendes Rohr “ beschrieben , eine Uhr , die 
Tresckow taglich aufziehen mute , die aber jede Nacht stehen blieb . Auf sein standiges Zaudern wird 
noch Bezug genommen , jedoch ging Kluge weiter als andere Feldmarschalle , als er mit leitenden 
Personlichkeiten des zivilen Widerstandes , unter innen Goerdeler , Gesprache fiuhrte und Briefe 
wechselte . Kluge machte nie ein Hehl daraus , daf§ der Tod Hitlers fiir inn eine Voraussetzung war , sich 
aktiv an der Durchfthrung eines Staatsstreichs zu beteiligen , daher antwortete er Beck am 20. Juli, als 
dieser ihm am Telefon sagte , daf& es um Deutschlands Schicksal ging , dafées eben nur “ ein miglucktes 
Attentat” war. Als ihn Stauffenbergs Verbindungsmann in Paris , Oberstleutnant Caesar von Hofacker , 
aufforderte , trotz des mi®lungenen Anschlags , die Aktion, , Walkiire “ weiter durchzufthren - Paris war 
der einzige Ort , in dem ,, WalkUre “ bis zu diesem Zeitpunkt reibungslos ablief — antwortete ihm Kluge : ,, 
Wenn das Schwein [ sic ] wenigstens tot ware . 581 


579 J . Fest , Staatsstreich . Der lange Weg zum 20. Juli, Berlin 1994, S . 199 ( kiinftig : Fest ) 
580 Steinbach , S. 288 


581 Von General von Falkenhausen , der zugegen war , nach dem Kriege berichtet . In E . Zeller , Geist 
der Freiheit . Der zwanzigste Juli, Munchen 1965 ,S. 411 
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Kluge to continue with Walkiire, in spite of che failed arempt on Hitler’ 
Cage pk ie eid 
under attack for having been the only General who 
PsA gtoasrs§ After the plot had failed, he had indeed reported General 
von Srillpnagel’s actions to OKW. However, Kluge knew that both he and 


refused. Kluge was also attacked for his obsequious last letter to Hitler, before he 
took poison. Ir has never been established if the letter reached Hitler. Steinbach 
questioned why Kluge found it necessary to write in that vein, at the moment when 
he had nothing to lose, But had to think of his family. 

After the 20 July, had been introduced, to cover the arrest of family 
members of participants in the plot who had escaped trial by committing suicide. 
Later, it was extended to next of kin of commanders who had surrendered a city and 
last alk with Gersdorff on 28 July 1944. implored him to order his Army 
Group back into Germany and to make a new attempt to kill Hitler. He added that 
Kluge then had to decide between being condemned by history, or being remem- 
bered as the saviour of last resort. All great men had faced the choice berween such 
decisions. Kluge put his arm around Gersdorff’s shoulder and replied: “Gersdorff, 
sae a tn brn ee man.” Steinbach concluded his essay 
about sulci toa Gervais salluary. what name wil sovee 
adorn a es. epee barracks has never been considered. 
onda gr oe otbaaaaor A steer ay 

History may well come to judge Kluge in a more positive light than do his 
present critics. Kluge committed suicide, and all his personal papers disappeared. 
‘Therefore, there is no reply to the accusations levelled against him. There is no 
doubt that Kluge had recognised the criminal narure of the regime and that he was 
convinced thar it had to be removed. Thun-Hohenstein juotes an entry in the 
ey Capenin Ficreien Kates "tn his understanding, Rloge is “horse lengths 


ee cance aa bniseessot ocleensat aa Tiapdiogak dia In the 
Phi crsrerartespeeecaeer any ebbarge herman meal 
ments after the war, that he knew nothing, are a blatant lic. “We knew nothing” 
was an easy excuse for many Germans after the war. Every German knew at least 
something. Many knew more and the Feldmarschalls knew most. Manstein also 
had knowledge of the extermination camps after Stahlberg had informed him. A 
relative of Stahlberg, Marcille Schwcicet, had been deported to Auschwitz. 
Stahlberg heard of it while on leave in Berlin 1943 and told Manstein after his 
return: 


33° Recalled by General von Falkenhausen after the war who was present at the talk 
between Kluge and Hofacker. Also in E. Zeller, Geist der Fretheit. Der zwanzignte Juli, 
Munich 1965, p. 411 

34 Gersdorff, p. 151 

35 Steinbach, p. 321 
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I did not spare him the name of Auschwitz. It was a place from which no 
‘one returns. His face began to twitch. | tried to speak without emotion, 
but I got the impression that he found it increasingly difficult to listen. He 
remained silent, ! asked him if 1 should continue. He replied, “Yes, by all 
means. 

In May 1944, at Dresden, Stahlberg met Achim Oster, General Oster's son. 
He told him thar Manstein considered all accounts about Auschwitz, and other 
extermination camps, to be unbelievable, and that he refused to listen to them.” 
Recent research has established thar knowledge of the extermination camps was 
quite widespread amongst the German public. 

ially Generaloberst Fromm, commander in chief of the Ersatcheer, may 

well be judged in a manner similar to Kluge. The position of Ersateheer OB was 

more important than the command of an Army Group. Fromm had more troops 

under his command than did any other Army Group commander. He was in 

posenresr sy eye iar fe production industry, a number of whom 

to or at least sympathised with the civilian resistance. Fromm had previ- 

ously let his officers understand that he supported the idea of a comp d¢tat. On one 

occasion he had said to them that it would be best for Germany if Hitler took his 
own life. 

On 20 July he had his close subordinates arrested, after he had spoken with 
Keitel, but before Stauffenberg returned to Berlin. He had heard from Keitel that 
Hitler had survived. At his headquarters, Fromm had four of the main actors shot 
in the evening hours of 20 July. They were General Olbricht, Colonel Mertz von 


Quirnheim, Stauffenberg, s adc Lieutenant von Haeften. 
p carepenirr-ar oye dips anor fbr cmer-yaphtnal pepe 


he had done them a favour. They were spared a show trial before the 

Freisler, and an execution by slow strangulation. An hour later, Fromm found 
himself under arrest. He was indicted for cowardice on 20 July, sentenced to death, 
spared the gallows, and shot on 12 March 1945. 

Accusations made by Joachim Fest in his Video, that Fromm acted in order to 
save himself at the expense of his subordinates, do not stand up to scrutiny. Fromm, 
knew thar he himself was lost, but made efforts to permit his associates such an exit 
as was possible under the circumstances. (For deuails, see the recent biography of 
Fromm by Professor Kroener, Paderborn 2005). 

The staff of Army Group Centre became the largest cell of the military ‘resis- 
to Manstein. Tresckow had a close personal relationship with Manstein. Kluge was 
one of the Army Group commanders with whom Manstein talked most 
frequently. When Manstein took over his command of Army Group Don, Kluge 
had warned him of the dangers arising from a direct subordination to Hitler. In his 


‘Tresckow was la of Army Group Centre. He had begun to build up his call 
while the Army Group was still under the command of his uncle, Feldmarschall von 
Bock. In an essay on von Bock, in the same anthology as Peter Steinbach’s chapter 


37 Scablberg, p.354 
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Tresckow , la der Heeresgruppe Mitte , hatte mit dem Aufbau seines Stabes bereits begonnen, als sein 
Onkel , Feldmarschall von Bock , noch ihr Oberbefehlshaber war . ( Horst Muhleisen Uberschreibt seinen 
Aufsatz Uber Bock mit ,, Fedor von Bock — Soldat ohne Fortune. “ ) 587 Treckows hohe Begabung war 
bereits fruh erkannt worden ; als er noch ein junger Offizier war , sagte der Kommandeur des Ersten 
Gardegimentes zu FufS zu inm , er werde entweder als Chef des Generalstabes oder als Rebell auf dem 
Schaffott enden . 588 Von seinen friiheren nationalsozialistischen Anschauungen hatte sich Tresckow 
langst entfernt . In den zwanziger Jahren hatte Tresckow noch ,, die anglo - amerikanische ( auch jlidisch 
genannt ) , demokratisch - kapitalistische Idee kritisiert , deren Sieg die 

Versklavung der Welt durch das Handlertum bedeuten wirde . “589 1929 hielt er im Potsdamer 
Offiziersklub einen Vortrag Uber die Brechung der Zinsherrschaft und ermahnte seine ZuhGrer , ihre 
Offiziere nationalsozialistisch zu beeinflussen . 590 Nach dem Desaster von Stalingrad sagte er zu 
Stahlberg , als er ihn Manstein als Ordonnanzoffizier empfahl : ,, Unser Generalstab verdient seinen 
Namen nicht mehr . Nur noch die Kragenspiegel und die karmesinroten Streifen 

an den Hosen lassen ihn noch als solchen erscheinen . Clausewitz und der alte Moltke sind nicht mehr 
gefragt . Hitler wolle nur noch subalterne Erfiillungsgehilfen im Generalstab haben . Erfillungsgehilfen im 
Dienst eines Kapitalverbrechers . “591 Tresckow forderte laufend Offiziere an, von denen er wufste , dals 
sie seine Gesinnung teilten . Sein Freund und Regimentskamerad Schmundt entsprach jeder seiner Bitten . 
Von seinen Gedankengangen und Absichten hatte Tresckow Schmundt naturlich nichts gesagt , jedoch 
kannte Schmundt , als Chef des Heerespersonalamtes , viele Generalstabsoffiziere . Da viele von Tresckows 
Kandidaten dem preufischen Hochadel angehorten , dessen negative Einstellung zur Partei fur Schmundt 
kein Geheimnis war , muf& Schmundt geahnt haben , daf§ sich mehr hinter Tresckows Anforderungen 
verbarg als nur ein Verlangen nach qualifizierten Offizieren . Sebastian Haffner schreibt in seinen 
Anmerkungen zu Hitler , die Totenliste der Teilnehmer am 20. Juli lese sich wie ein Auszug aus dem 
Gothaischen Adelskalender . 592 Gersdorff behauptet , Schmundt hatte ihm einmal gesagt , er habe den 
Eindruck , daf& Tresckow den Fuhrer ablehne ; aber er kenne ihn so gut, daf§ er ihm voll vertraue . 593 Als 
Tresckow von den ,, Barbarossa “- und Kommissarbefehlen Kenntnis erhielt , bestUrmte er seinen Onkel 
von Bock , gemeinsam mit Rundstedt und Leeb zu Hitler zu fliegen , um seinen Rucktritt anzudrohen . 


587 Muhleisen , Fedor von Bock — Soldat ohne Fortune in R. Smelser /E. Syring, Die Militarelite des 
Dritten Reiches , 27 biographische Skizzen , Berlin 1998 , S . 66 


588 B. Scheurig , Henning von Tresckow , Hamburg 1973 ,S . 77 ( kiinftig : Scheurig ) 


589 T . Hamerow, Die Attentater . Der 20. Juli— von der Kollaboration zum Widerstand , Munchen 1999 , S 
. 20 ( kinftig : Hamerow ) 


590 Ebd. Der Vortrag Tresckows ist in einer Anzahl von Werken Uber den 20. Juli erwahnt 
591 Stahlberg ,S. 223 
592 S. Haffner , Anmerkungen zu Hitler , September 2000 ( 21. Auflage ),S. 70 ff. 


593 Gersdorff ,S.118 


MANSTEIN AND 20 JULY 1944 225 


Bock said to Tresckow: “He will simply throw me out.” Tresckow replied: “At 
least, history will credit you with having chosen an honourable exit.’ Bock could 
not be convinced he should fly by himself. He sent Gersdorff, who obviously could 
not approach Hitler, and could only report that he had been unable to accomplish 
anything. When Bock received Gersdorff’s report, he said to his staff: “I put on 
record that Feldmarschall von Bock has protested.””” 

In August 1941, Bock’s adc, Major von Hardenberg, witnessed a major 
Judenaktion, the euphemism for mass shooting of Jews, which became part of the 
Wehrmacht jargon. It was the massacre of close to 10,000 Jews by Einsatzgruppe B 
at Borissow. Hardenberg had observed it while flying at low altitude over the town. 
He immediately reported what he had seen to Tresckow and also to a friend of his, 
who served on the staff of 16th Army commanded by Generaloberst Busch. 
Tresckow again implored his uncle to fly to Hitler and protest. Bock again refused. 

Busch said to his staff officer: “This is a political matter that does not interest 
us. Perhaps it should interest us, but we are not allowed to meddle. What can we 
do?”* With a similar remark, Busch had already been severely reprimanded by 
Beck in 1938. Busch had expressed doubt that a soldier could be allowed to 
concern himself with matters that were the responsibility of politicians. Beck 
replied angrily that every officer of the Generalstab had a duty to concern himself 
with questions of military politics and had to clearly express his opinion.” 

Schlabrendorff recalled a conversation with Busch. Busch told him that he had 
once served as assistant judge at the Volksgerichtshof. Since he knew nothing about 
legal matters, he had decided to vote for a death sentence in every instance, even if 
the ‘learned’ judges held another opinion.” During a war-game in March 1940, 
Guderian explained how he intended to proceed, after having crossed the Meuse. 
Busch, who commanded 16th Army, suddenly broke in: “I don’t believe that you 
will be able to cross.” Guderian replied: “Certainly, no one will ask you to try.”™ 

During the first weeks of the Russian campaign, Manstein was compelled to 
halt his advance and come to the rescue of Busch’s 16th Army, which due to 
Busch’s faulty leadership, was suddenly in danger of becoming encircled. One 
may well ask how an officer, who was simply stupid, and bereft of moral stan- 
dards, who had failed in every command entrusted to him, could be promoted to 
Feldmarschall. 

Gersdorff decided to make an entry in the war diary of Army Group Centre 
under his own signature: “In all my talks with comrades, I am questioned about 
mass shootings of Jews. I feel that shootings of Jews, prisoners-of-war and commis- 
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Kommissare fast allgemein im Offizierskorps abgelehnt werden ; die ErschieSung der Kommissare vor 
allem auch deswegen, weil dadurch der Feindwiderstand besonders gestarkt wird . Die ErschieRungen 
werden als eine Verletzung der Ehre der deutschen Armee , in Sonderheit des deutschen Offizierkorps , 
betrachtet . “ 


598 Weitere Versuche , Bock zu Protest zu bewegen, fanden nicht statt . Mit Kluge hatte Tresckow 
leichteres Spiel , besonders nachdem Kluge eine Dotation Hitlers von 250 . 000 Mark zu seinem 60. 
Geburtstag erhielt und den Scheck auch einléste . Es war eines der ersten 

Geldgeschenke , die Hitler an seine Heerfiihrer verteilte . Sodter wurden sie zur 

Routine und einige Empfanger drangten auf Erhohung bis zu einer Million , um 

ein erwunschtes Gut zu erwerben . Gersdorff liefert eine 

langere Beschreibung Uber das erregte Gesprach zwischen Kluge , Tresckow Boeselager und ihm . 599 
Sonderbarerweise maf Hitler dieser Dotation besondere Bedeutung bei, als er sich in einer 
Lagebesprechung Uber Kluge nach dessen Selbstmord aufserte , obwohl an der Dotation Kluges und an 
ihrem Umfang zu diesem Zeitpunkt nichts auergewohnliches mehr war : ,, Ich habe ihn personlich 
zweimal befordert [ ? ], [ jeder OB , mit Ausnahme der Feldmarschalle , die 1939 bereits Generalobersten 
waren, wurde wahrend des Krieges mindestens zweimal befdrdert ] , habe ihm die héchsten 
Auszeichnungen gegeben , habe ihm eine grofe [ ? ] Dotation gegeben , um ihn sebhaft zu machen und 
habe ihm einen grofen Zuschuf§ zu seinem Gehalt als Feldmarschall gegeben . [ Zwischen der Dotation 
und dem steuerfreien monatlichen Zuschu& von 2 . 000 Mark fur Generalobersten und 4 . 000 Mark fiir 
Feldmarschdlle besteht kein Zusammenhang . Alle Inhaber dieser Dienstrange erhielten sie , weil in der 
amtlichen Gehaltsliste die Range der Generalobersten und der Feldmarschalle nicht vorgesehen waren . | 
Es ist also fur mich das Bitterste und Enttauschendste was es Uberhaupt gibt . “ 


600 Wahrend der Zeit Kluges als OB der Heeresgruppe Mitte gab es drei 

versuchte Attentate auf Hitler von Mitgliedern seines Stabes . Wie bei anderen Anschlagen auch , entkam 
ihnen Hitler durch Zufall . lm Januar 1943 wollte Oberstleutnant Georg von Boeselager Hitler wahrend 
eines angekUndigten Besuches von zehn Offizieren im Offizierskasino wahrend 

des Mittagessens erschiefSen lassen . Kluge mute eingeweiht werden , um nicht 

in die Schuflinie zu geraten . Kluge stimmte zunachst dem Gedanken zu , wandte aber schnell ein dafg es 
nicht ehrenhaft sei , einen Mann am Mittagstisch umzubringen und dafs das 

Leben anderer Anwesenden auch gefahrdet sei . 601 Der Plan wurde fallen 

gelassen , Georg von Boeselager fiel spater an der Front. Am 13 . Marz 1943 besuchte Hitler Kluges 
Hauptquartier in Smolensk. Tresckows Vetter , Oberleutnant von Schlabrendorff , placierte zwei mit 
britischen ,, Clams “ versehene Sprengkorper in Hitlers Flugzeug . Die Clams waren von Oster an 
Gersdorff geliefert worden , sie 


598 Kriegstagebuch Heeresgruppe Mitte , Band 1, Eintrag Gersdorff vom 9 . Dezember 1941 , IfZ , Fd 600 / 
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were more efficient than German explosives. The grenades had been put into a 
parcel and were given the shape of two bottles of Cointreau liquor. During 
luncheon, Tresckow asked Colonel Brandt from OKH to take the parcel as gift to 
Colonel Stieff. Schlabrendorff timed the ignition at thirty minutes after the 
plane’s departure and set it off before Hitler boarded the plane. For unknown 
reasons, the grenades failed to detonate and Hitler landed safely at his headquar- 
ters at Rastenburg.”° 

On 31 March 1943, Hitler visited an exhibition of captured Russian arma- 
ment at the arsenal building in Berlin. Gersdorff had succeeded in being invited by 
Model to accompany him. Tresckow had been able to replace Kluge with Model, 
since Kluge was needed in the event Hitler was killed. Model was looked upon as 
totally subservient to Hitler and Tresckow felt that the two might as well be blown 
up together. Gersdorff carried two ‘clam’ hand grenades in the pockets of his over- 
coat and had ignited them for explosion ten minutes after entering the exhibition 
hall. Hitler literally ran through the building, refused to look at the arms displayed 
and left after two minutes. Gersdorff succeeded in flushing the grenades down a 
toilet. After his return to Army Group, he told Kluge what had happened. Kluge 
was aghast: “Gersdorff, for heaven’s sake, what have you done?” Gersdorff replied: 
“I did the only thing that the circumstances dictated.”” 

In August 1943, Kluge was severely injured in a car accident and remained 
incapacitated until July 1944, when he was appointed OB West. His staff was 
dispersed. Army Group Centre then came under the command of Busch. Fate had 
it that Busch, of all people, was indirectly involved in a later attempt to kill Hitler. 
On 11 March 1944, Busch attended a situation meeting at Hitler’s residence at 
Berchtesgaden. He was accompanied by his adc, Captain Eberhard von 
Breitenbuch, an active member of the ‘resistance’, who had promised Tresckow to 
attempt to kill Hitler on the first occasion that presented itself. Breitenbuch carried 
a loaded gun in his pocket. When he wanted to enter the room together with 
Busch, they were stopped by an SS officer on guard, who told them that no adc 
were permitted to attend. Busch protested and said that he needed Breitenbuch’s 
help in presenting his account. The SS officer remained adamant and said that 
Busch had to manage with his own papers, without help from Breitenbuch. 
Tresckow encouraged Breitenbuch to make other attempts. Breitenbuch refused 
and said that his nervous system could not permit a repeat performance. “One can 
do this only once.” Breitenbuch accompanied Busch on his last meeting with 
Hitler, on 20 March 1945, in Hitler’s Berlin bunker. He recalls that Busch was 
elated after his talk with Hitler, and that Hitler had told him that the great turn- 
around would now occur and the war would be won.” 


A ‘desperate’ wooing of Manstein? 


Manstein’s critics charged him with having turned down increasingly desperate 
entreaties by the ‘resistance’ and thus having compromised its success. That charge 
must be contradicted. One can certainly criticize every high commander who 
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refused to join the ‘resistance’. With few exceptions, all acted in the same manner 
as Manstein. A desperate wooing of Manstein never took place. Undoubtedly, 
there was a major interest in gaining Manstein’s adherence. Manstein was not 
popular with his fellow generals, but all recognised his military supremacy and had 
indicated that they were prepared to subordinate themselves to him. No 
Feldmarschall would have agreed to be placed under Kluge’s orders. 

Manstein could only be reached through his staff, but Manstein’s staff was not 
Kluge’s staff. The dominant personality in Manstein’s staff was General Busse. 
Busse was feared and suspected by many of his fellow officers. He was a tough disci- 
plinarian and a good commander. Later he asserted himself as Commander of 9th 
Army during the final battle for Berlin. However, he was intolerant, viewed as 
unprincipled, and known to be strongly attached to the regime. He was the 
brother-in-law of General Wilhelm Burgdorf. After Schmundt died of wounds 
sustained on 20 July, Burgdorf had succeeded Schmundt as Hitler’s Wehrmacht 
adc and head of the Army’s personnel department. Burgdorf had never seen active 
troop command during the war. He was an alcoholic and totally devoted to the 
regime. History would label him the ‘grave-digger of the German Officer Corps.’ 
He was one of the two Generals who carried the poison to Rommel after 20 July, 
and told him that he had either to commit suicide or face trial at the 
Volksgerichtshof. Burgdorf remained at Hitler’s side until the end and shot himself 
after Hitler committed suicide. 

Whether Busse was influenced by Burgdorf remains an open question The 
family relationship with Burgdorf was however sufficient to prevent visitors to 
Manstein from talking candidly in Busse’s presence. The only active member of 
the ‘resistance’ on Manstein’s staff was the Ia, Colonel Schulze-Biittger, who was 
hanged in the aftermath of 20 July. Stahlberg does not count. Schulze-Biittger had 
been an adjutant of Beck before the war. Stahlberg wrote that Tresckow had 
brought Schulze-Biittger into Manstein’s staff.” Long before Stahlbergs book was 
written, Manstein could show that he himself had requested Schulze-Biittger, after 
Busse had been promoted from Ia to chief-of-staff. “Manstein was always eager to 
obtain the best talent available. 

Manstein talked with Tresckow, Stauffenberg and Gersdorff. His relations 
with Tresckow were close, the difference in rank and age not withstanding. 
Tresckow had been instrumental in bringing about the first meeting between 
Hitler and Manstein that had given Manstein the possibility of presenting his 
Sichelschnitt plan to Hitler. On three occasions, Manstein had requested Tresckow 
as chief-of-staff, first for his Motorized Corps in 1941, then for 11th Army and 
finally for Army Group Don. He was always turned down and told that he did not 
need such a ‘bright brain’ and that Tresckow would be more useful with less 
capable commanders. All three tried to obtain Manstein’s adherence to the ‘resis- 
tance’, but gave up after realising that it was hopeless. That was the end of the ‘des- 
perate wooing’. 

During all three meetings, only Stahlberg was present in his outer office, 
adjoining Manstein’s workroom. Manstein’s talks with Tresckow and Gersdorff 
took place behind closed doors. In later years Stahlberg had to limit his account to 
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what was told to him by third parties. During Manstein’s meeting with 
Stauffenberg, the door was open and Stahlberg never left his room during their 
talk. His book gave the most detailed account available of the conversation. 
However, his chapter about the events leading up to July 20 has to be read with 
care. It contains much fiction, since Stahlberg grossly exaggerated his own part in 
the ‘resistance’. 


Manstein’s talks with Stauffenberg, Gersdorff and 
Tresckow 


Stauffenberg 
Stauffenberg came to Manstein’s headquarters at Taganrog, on 26 January 1943. 


Fighting at Stalingrad had not yet come to an end. Zeitzler had asked Manstein to 
receive him. On 25 January, he phoned Manstein: 


I have a request. I have asked my Ia, Major Count von Stauffenberg, to fly 
to Army Group Don to morrow, and report about new line-ups of 
Russian volunteer units, particularly those from the Caucasian provinces. 
I would highly appreciate if you could see him personally. Please tell me if 
the date is convenient. 


After Manstein agreed, Zeitzler added: 


May I add a personal request? I view Stauffenberg as one of the most 
talented younger officers of the Generalstab, perhaps the most talented. 
Since I intend to promote him, I would attach great value to your 
personal impression of him. I would greatly appreciate it if you could find 
the time to talk to him at some length.” 


Stauffenberg arrived, together with Generals Fellgiebel and Schmundt. 
General Fellgiebel was head of communications at OKW. He was hanged after 20 
July. Stahlberg wrote that Stauffenberg extended his hand and said: “I am 
Stauffenberg, you must be Stahlberg.” This is obviously one of Stahlberg’s inven- 
tions. Stahlberg was not a known figure who had to be recognised immediately. 
Stahlberg then continued to exaggerate: “Stauffenberg had greeted me with my 
name, before I had the time to introduce myself. Someone, certainly Tresckow, 
must have told him that he had to make sure that Stahlberg was in the adjoining 
room when he talked with Manstein.”® Whatever Stauffenberg had in mind, he 
was not in need of assistance by Stahlberg. When Zeitzler sent Stauffenberg to 
Manstein, Tresckow was not at OKH, he was still la at Army Group Centre, and 
had no advance knowledge of Stauffenberg’s visit. 

Manstein talked with Schmundt for more than two hours behind closed 
doors. Stahlberg wrote that he was surprised at the length of that discussion. 
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Ungewohnlich war die Lange des Gesprachs keinesfalls , Manstein hat selber in seinen Erinnerungen 608 
und in seinen Briefen an seine Frau darUber berichtet . Der Grund fiir das lange Gesprach ist offensichtlich . 
Manstein hatte oft versucht , Hitler zu einer vernnftigen Spitzengliederung zu Uberzeugen , war aber 
immer erfolglos geblieben . Weil er wu&te , dafg Hitler Schmundts Berichten Aufmerksamkeit schenkte , lag 
es auf der Hand, daf§ er versuchen wollte , Schmundt wenigstens von einigen seiner Gedanken zu 
Uberzeugen und ihn dazu zu bringen, sie Hitlerin geeigneter Form weiterzugeben . Das Gesprach mit 
Fellgiebel nahm nur wenige Minuten in Anspruch , danach wurde Stauffenberg vorgelassen . Zunachst 
Stahlbergs Bericht , der in Teilen w6rtlich wiedergegeben wird , weil er die einzige ausfUhrliche Darstellung 
dieses Gespraches ist: ... Stauffenberg sprach auch konzentriert . Bald fiihlte ich , ohne die beiden sehen 
zu koénnen , da der Feldmarschall an dem Vortrag Stauffenbegrs Gefallen fand . Einmal horte ich : ,, 
Ausgezeichnet , 

mein Lieber. “[...] Jetzt drehte sich das Gesprach nicht mehr um Kosaken und Turkmenen[...] “ ( 
Danach folgten Ausftihrungen Uber Stalingrad und die Lage der Heeresgruppen DonundA.),,[...] Ich 
hatte jetzt den Eindruck , daf§ der Feldmarschall dem Ende des Gesprachs entgegensteuerte [... ] Jetzt 
richtete sich Stauffenberg auf [...],, Herr Feldmarschall , ich bitte gehorsamst darum , das Gesprach mit 
mir jetzt nicht zu beenden.” “Gut mein Lieber , “ erwiderte Manstein , , was haben Sie denn noch auf dem 
Herzen ? “ Stauffenberg begann, er konne sich nicht damit abfinden , da die 6 . Armee ein Opfer von 
nichts anderem als von Fuhrungsfehlern sein sollte . Stalingrad sei ja nicht der erste Fuhrungsfehler . In 
seinen Augen bestehe der Rulandfeldzug aus einer Kette von Fuhrungsfehlern . Dem stimmte Manstein 
sofort zu. Er teilte jedenfalls die Ansicht , da& die Offensive gegen RuBland von Anbeginn an verfehlt 
gewesen sei. Ware er aufgefordert gewesen , vor Beginn des Angriffs gegen Rufsland einen 
Operationsplan zu entwerfen , dann hatte dieser von Grund auf anders ausgesehen[...],, Man mu 
lernen, Stauffenberg , sich mit gegebenen Tatsachen abzufinden , so auch jetzt mit der Tatsache , das die 
6. Armee in Stalingrad verloren ist . “ Stauffenberg entgegnete : ,, Herr Feldmarschall , ich bin nicht im 
Stande , mich ohne weiteres mit Stalingrad abzufinden . Das Opfer von Hunderttausenden deutscher 
Soldaten steht in keinem Verhdaltnis zu Sinn und Nutzen dieser Schlacht [...] “ Manstein erklarte seinem 
Gesprachspartner , es gehdre im Kriege auch zu den Pflichten eines Offiziers , sich mit dem Verlust einer 
Schlacht abzufinden . ,, 

Sagen Sie mir aus der Kriegsgeschichte einen siegreich beendeten Krieg , in dessen Verlauf nicht 
mindestens eine Schlacht verloren wurde . “ Stauffenberg erwiderte : ,, Das iberzeugt mich nicht . Wir 
waren uns soeben darin einig , daf§ dieser Rufslandfeldzug , wenn er schon Uberhaupt gefiihrt werden 
muf&te , auf unserer Seite eine Kette von Fehlern in sich birgt . Wer garantiert uns , da& sich diese Kette in 
Zukunft nicht fortsetzt ? Seit dem Scheitern unserer Herbstoffensive 1941 haben unsere Armeen viele 
Male am Rande des Zusammenbruchs gestanden . Jetzt ist es im Siden Ruflands allein , 

wie ich meine , dem Uberragenden K6nnen eines Feldmarschalls von Manstein zu verdanken , dafs hier die 
Front nicht vdllig zusammengebrochen ist [...] “ Er sehe die Ursache aller Fehler 

erstens in der verfehlten Spitzengliederung und zweitens bei der Obersten 

Fuhrung . Diesem kiihnen Wort folgte eine mich UWberraschende Antwort Mansteins : Hierin stimme er ihm 
zu. [Zu einer Uberraschung Stahlbergs gab es keinen Anlafg , Manstein hat aus 

seiner Kritik an der Spitzengliederung und der Fuhrung Hitler in Gesprachen mit Dritten nie ein Hehl 
gemacht, er hat sie auch Hitler direkt ins Gesicht geschleudert . ) Er sei aber nicht bereit , sich in irgend 
einer Form, direkt oder indirekt , an ungesetzlichen Aktivitaten zu beteiligen.[...] Stauffenberg begann 
von Neuem : Wenn sich niemand finde , der die Initiative ergreife , dann werde alles so bleiben 
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wie bisher , und das bedeutet , wir wurden schliefslich in eine gro&e Katastrophe einmUnden . Manstein 
bestritt das auf das Heftigste : Es seien nicht seine , sondern Stauffenbergs Gedanken , die eine 
Katastrophe herbeifhren wurden.[.[...] Dann fiel das Wort Tauroggen . Es folgte eine Pause . Dann 
kam Mansteins Stimme in grofe Erregung : Tauroggen habe mit der augenblicklichen Lage nicht das 
geringste zu tun . Stauffenberg mdge sich mit solchen Gedanken gefalligst zuruckhalten . Der aber parierte 
geschickt : Der Feldmarschall habe ihn offenbar mi&verstanden , mit Tauroggen habe er nicht im 
Entferntesten sagen wollen , da man einen Fihler zu den Russen ausstrecken solle . Auch Tauroggen barg 
hochste Loyalitat. “ Manstein sagte noch, da ein Krieg erst verloren sei , wenn man ihn verloren gebe . 
Man musse eben abwarten, bis Hitler Einsicht zeige , was sicher eintreffen wurde . 609 Soweit der Bericht 
in Stahlbergs Buch. Zu Dritten hat Stahlberg in kurzerer Form von dem Gesprach erzahit . Zu einem von 
Stauffenbergs Biographen , Wolfgang Venohr , der sich in seinem Buch kritisch Uber Manstein aufsert , 
sagte er: ,, lch sehe Stauffenberg nochin meinem Vorzimmer [... ] Stauffenberg wurde sehr kiihn in 
seinen Fragen ; er — ich méchte sagen - griff im Gesprach formlich an.[...] Ich hatte den Eindruck , dafg 
Stauffenberg auf dieses Gesprdach sorgfaltig vorbereitet war . Ich hatte den Eindruck , da er mit diesem 
Gesprach einen Versuch machen wollte , Manstein in seinen Gedankenkreis hineinzuziehen . Manstein 
seinerseits war absolut nicht geneigt , die Stauffenbergschen Konsequenzen mitzumachen . Manstein 
dachte Hitler gegentber vollig loyal . Fir inn war der Oberste Befehlshaber , dem er seinen Eid geleistet 
hatte , tabu , schied die Méglichkeit , mit so etwas wie Gewalt oder auch nur Gewaltsamkeit in die 
Fuhrungsspitze einzugreifen , vdllig aus . “610 Venohrs Kritik an Manstein bezieht sich auf dessen 
Auferung zu Stahlberg , nachdem Stauffenberg abgereist war . Stahlberg hatte Manstein Uber seinen 
Eindruck von Stauffenberg befragt . Manstein hatte ihm geantwortet , dafg Stauffenberg sehr intelligent sei 
. Es sei ein sehr interessantes , brillantes Gesprach gewesen , aber Stauffenberg hatte ihm weismachen 
wollen , dafs der Krieg verloren sei . Das habe er ihm nicht abgenommen. 611 Venohr bemerkt hierzu : ,, 
Die Mansteinschen AuRerungen, die das 

Gesprach auf das Gesprach einer militarischen Fachsimpelei herunterspielen 

sollten , sind deshalb ein besttirzendes Zeugnis von intellektueller Verdrangung 

oder politischer Ignoranz . 


“612 Das Gesprach zwischen Manstein und Stauffenberg endete 

freundschaftlich . Manstein sagte , es habe ihm Freude gemacht, so offen zu diskutieren und 

fiigte hinzu : , Wozu brauchen wir einen Generalstab , wenn man unter Generalstabsoffizieren nicht mehr 
frei sprechen kann ? “ Manstein sagte dann noch: .,, Kritik ist das Salz des Gehorsams “ und fragte 
Stauffenberg , ob er wisse , von wem das Wort stamme . Stauffenberg dachte kurz nach : ,, Clausewitz - 
oder etwa von dem alten Moltke ? “ Manstein lachelte und erwiderte , er wisse es selber nicht . 613 


Stauffenberg war in seinem Gesprach bis an die Grenze des Méglichen einem Feldmarschall gegentiber 
gegangen . Manstein hatte jederzeit das Gesprach mit einem, im Vergleich zu ihm, rangniedrigen Offizier 
abbrechen kénnen. Manstein wufkte nicht , da& Stauffenberg sehr gesprachig war und dafs es durchaus 
moglich war , da& Einzelheiten der Unterhaltung Hitler hatten hinterbracht werden kénnen. Man kann 
annehmen , dal Manstein Stauffenberg andeuten wollte , da 
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that he need not fear that he would report this conversation. Manstein then invited 
Stauffenberg to stay for dinner. 

Without doubt, Manstein could have terminated his exchange, with a much 
junior officer, at any moment of his choice. He did not know that Stauffenberg was 
a talkative man who would repeat this conversation to a number of his friends. 
After 20 July, Manstein’s name was mentioned in several records of Gestapo inter- 
rogations. 

Stahlberg wrote about a phone call from Zeitzler to Manstein, on the day 
following Stauffenberg’s visit. When Zeitzler questioned Manstein about his 
impression of Stauffenberg, Manstein is reported by Stahlberg to have said: “An 
outstanding personality. But Stauffenberg has remained too long at OKH and he 
now tends to involve himself in matters that are none of his business. | feel that the 
time has come to send him to the front for a short period.” 

Stauffenberg’s biographer, Peter Hoffmann, contradicts Stahlberg and shows 
that Zeitzler had already recommended Stauftenberg’s promotion to lieutenant- 
colonel and his transfer to North-Africa in October 1942. Manstein had said 
directly to Stauffenberg: “Get some fresh air at the front and get out OKH, this 
‘shithole’.” {sic]. Manstein had repeated those words in his talk with Zeitzler.” 
Stahlberg added another fantasy: “I had the feeling that Zeitzler knew more about 
Stauffenberg than he let appear.”’' That was obviously impossible. In January 
1973, Zeitzler was still the National-Socialist chief of the Generalstab, Stauffenberg 
was not yet a leading figure in the ‘resistance’. 

Given Breithaupt’s strong dislike of Stahlberg, his criticism of Stahlberg’s 
account is not surprising. He wrote: 


Stahlberg’s recollections were written fourteen years after the death of his 
former commander, and forty-four years after the end of the battle for 
Stalingrad. It is an astonishing account. That the witness felt capable, 
after such a lapse of time, of giving a verbatim account of a long verbal 
duel is remarkable. Stahlberg’s account conveyed the impression of a 
passionate exchange about strategy, in which the young officer intended 
to show his desire for a coup d¢tat, by talking about creating a fait 
accompli. He even referred to Tauroggen, as a request directed at the 
Feldmarschall to remain true to his honour as an officer.” 


Stahlberg’s ‘inconceivable’ memory is easy to explain. When Stahlberg entered 
his service with Manstein, Manstein ordered him to make immediate detailed notes 
of every conversation that he attended or overheard.” Given the importance of this 
talk, it can safely be assumed that Stahlberg made close to verbatim stenographic 
notes. Breithaupt then makes great case of a talk of his with Brigadier General 
Bundeswehr Raban von Canstein. Canstein was a close friend of Stauftenberg and the 
two met a day after Stauffenberg’s talk with Manstein. Breithaupt wrote that 
Canstein’s comments put Stahlberg’s account to rest. If one reads the three pages 
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that Breithaupt devoted to Canstein, one is surprised to see that they hardly differ 
from Stahlberg’s account. Canstein also mentions “Tauroggen’ and confirmed it in 
his appearance on Knopp’s video. (Canstein was the Fahnrichsvater of Lieutenant 
von Schmeling-Diringshoven, for whom Manstein intervened in his protest against 
the introduction of racial laws in the army.) 

On 27 January 1943, Manstein wrote to his wife: 


Yesterday, Schmundr, Fellgiebel and a Count Stauffenberg were here. I 
had a very long talk with Schmundt and I hope that it served at least some 
purpose. The others came with their concerns as if I were able to help 
them. I am always moved by the trust shown in me. But how can I change 
things which are not in my power?” 


However, Stauffenberg’s talk with Manstein shows that he did not limit 
himself to mere ‘concerns’. Stauffenberg left, bitterly disappointed. He wrote to his 
wife that Manstein’s replies were not the language of a Feldmarschall. In Knopp’s 
video, Canstein quotes a sentence by Stauffenberg, which is reported in many 
works about the ‘resistance’: “Every Feldmarschall knows, none is willing to 
act.””*At a later conversation with Generalleutnant von Thiingen, one more officer 
who was hanged after 20 July, Stauffenberg exclaimed: “The blockheads have their 
pants full with ‘shit and straw’ in their brains, they simply don’t want.”” In 
Tunisia, he told his divisional commander, Generalleutnant von Broich: 
“Manstein said to me, if you don’t stop immediately with your utterances, I will 
have you arrested.””” In a post-war statement, Manstein took strong exception: 


It is totally untrue that I threatened Stauffenberg with arrest. I have tried 
to do my best in assisting a most worthy younger comrade, by listening to 
his justified concerns. I may have cautioned him to be more careful in his 
own interest, since not every OB might be as tolerant as myself when 
hearing his criticism of Hitler.” 


In a letter of 30 October 1972, Manstein wrote to one of his foreign corre- 
spondents: 


I did not recognise any intention on Stauffenberg’s part to attempt to 
convince the high commanders to take steps against Hitler by means of a 
coup d état. 1 am unable to judge if he had such intentions, or if caution led 
him to disguise them.” 


In the same letter, Manstein refers to Busse, who could confirm his statement. 
When Busse was questioned, he said that he could only guess. He added that 
Manstein would not have failed to inform him of a talk with Stauffenberg. 
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Stauffenberg hatte mit Sicherheit sein Gesprach in Busses Gegenwart 

gefuhrt . Hoffmann schreibt , daf§ Stauffenberg im Februar 1943 zu Broich sagte , 

er habe nicht daran gedacht , hdhere Fiihrer zu einem gemeinsamen Schritt bei Hitler bewegen zu wollen, 
er hielte das fir zwecklos , nur gewaltsames Vorgehen gegen 

Hitler hatte Aussicht auf Erfolg . Er habe einen Staatsstreich gewollt und dazu 

einen Befehlshaber gesucht , der die Fuhrung Ubernehmen wide . Als glaubiger Christ sei inm der 
Entschlu& schwergefallen , aber Volk und Vaterland verlangten hdchste Opfer . Die 

hoheren Fuhrer seien seiner Meinung gewesen, aber keiner habe die Fuhrung Ubernehmen wollen . 626 
Die Widersprtche in der Literatur Uber Mansteins SchluSfolgerungen aus 

seinem Gesprdach mit Stauffenberg werden wohl nie geklart werden . Manstein sah sich nach dem Krieg 
gezwungen , zu den Angriffen gegen ihn Stellung zu beziehen . Da Stauffenberg in der Nacht vom 20 . zum 
21. Juli erschossen wurde, gibt es keine Gegendarstellung von ihm . Nach ihrem Gesprach haben sich 
Manstein und Stauffenberg nicht mehr getroffen . 

Mansteins Gesprach mit Gersdorff Das Gesprach zwischen Manstein und Gersdorff , damals Oberst und Ic / 
AO der Heeresgruppe Mitte , fandam 8. August in Mansteins Hauptquartier in Saporosche statt . 
Gersdorff hat eine ausfiihrliche Niederschrift Uber das Gesprach verfa&t und verpfandete sein Ehrenwort , 
daf§ er es genau dem Sinne nach wiedergab , nur kdnne er sich nicht fiir einzelne Worte verburgen . 627 
Die Niederschrift ist von allen Werken Uber den Widerstand Ubernommen worden. Manstein hat eine 
Notiz ber das Gesprach geschrieben , 

die wenig aussagekraftig ist . 


Das Gesprach fand hinter verschlossener Tur statt . Hier nun Gersdorffs Niederschrift : ,, Bevor ich zum 
Hauptquartier der Heeresgruppe Stid nach Saporosche abflog , sagte mir Kluge : Teilen Sie dem 
Feldmarschall von Manstein mit, ich bate ihn , nach einem Staatsstreich die 

Stellung eines Chefs des Generalstabes der Wehrmacht — also 

der vereinigten Generalstabe von Heer , Luftwaffe und Marine — zu Ubernehmen. Er fiigte ausdriicklich 
hinzu, da& er, Kluge, bereit sei , sich in diesem Fall dem jUngeren Manstein zu unterstellen. Tresckow gab 
mir Briefe von Goerdeler und Popitz mit auf den Weg, in denen beide die Generalitat zum Handeln 
beschworen . Tresckow wies mich jedoch an , diese Briefe Manstein nur dann zu zeigen , wenn ich sicher sei 
, dag dieser davon keinen Gebrauch machen wirde . 
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He further ordered me not to say a word in the presence of General 
Busse, chief-of-staff of Army Group South. 

Atter arrival at Zaporoshe, I spoke with Schulze-Biittger and another 
confidant of Tresckow, Manstein’s adc, Lieutenant Alexander Stahlberg. 
Both expressed scant hope that Manstein could be influenced in our 
direction. They arranged a meeting with him ‘under four eyes’. We then 


had the following conversation: 


M: You have come from Army Group Centre. I will ask my chief-of-staff 
to join us. 


G: If General Busse is present, I will only be able to report about the mili- 
tary situation at Army Group Centre. I will not say a single word about 
the real purpose of my visit to you. 

Manstein gave me a surprised look and said: Then ‘just shoot’. 
(Schiessen Sie los) 

I then began with a topic that I knew would find an open door with 
Manstein, the Spitzengliederung, which was widely discussed at all staffs. I 
said: Feldmarschall von Kluge has increasingly grave concerns about the 
continuation of the war. The confusion about the authorities of OKW 
and OKH, and the increasingly dilettante interventions of Hitler in opera- 
tions, are bound to lead soon to a breakdown of the front in the East. One 
has to make clear to Hitler that he is on his way to a catastrophe. 


M: I could not agree more. But I am the wrong man to convey such a 
message to Hitler. Enemy propaganda is now describing me, without any 
doing of mine, as the man who is purported to attempt to challenge 
Hitler’s authority. He now distrusts me. Only Rundstedt or Kluge can 
approach him on this subject. 


G: Perhaps all Feldmarschalls should jointly go to Hitler and put a pistol 
to his chest. 


M: Prussian Feldmarschalls don’t mutiny. 

In the video of the German public television channel ARD about 
Manstein, Philipp von Boeselager makes an angry comment: “They have 
to mutiny if it is necessary, that’s why they have been made 
Feldmarschalls, \f they don’t have the guts, they could have remained 
battalion commanders, then they need not mutiny.” 


G: There are enough examples in Prussian history where high commanders 
have acted against the will and the orders of their King. It is sufficient to recall 
Seydlitz and Yorck. Apart from those, Prussian Feldmarschalls never faced a 
situation like the present. Such a unique situation requires unprecedented 
means. We are likewise of the opinion that a joint action by the 
Feldmarschalls is doomed to failure. At Army Group Centre we have long 
been convinced that every possible step has to be taken to save Germany from 


a catastrophe. 
M: In other words, you intend to kill him. 
G: Yes, like a mad dog. 
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Manstein sprang auf , lief aufgeregt durch das Zimmer und rief : Das mache ich nicht mit . Daran wurde die 
Armee zugrunde gehen. 

Ich : Herr Feldmarschall haben vorhin zugegeben , dafs Deutschland zugrunde gehen mufB , wenn nicht 
etwas passiert . Nicht die Armee , sondern Deutschland und das deutsche Volk sind das Primdare . 

Manstein : Ich bin in erster Linie Soldat. Sie kennen die Front nicht so wie ich. Taglich spreche ich mit alten 
und jungen Soldaten , vor allem mit jungen Offizieren . Ich sehe die Begeisterung in ihren Augen , wenn sie 
vom Fuhrer sprechen. Sie wurden eine Aktion gegen ihn niemals verstehen . So etwas wurde innerhalb der 
Armee mit Sicherheit zum Burgerkrieg fihren . 

Ich : Auch ich bin oft an der Front und spreche mit jungen Offizieren . Ich gebe zu _ , daf$ die Mehrzahl nach 
wie vor von Hitler begeistert ist . Aber ich kenne auch viele , die eine ganz andere Ansicht haben . Vor 
allem bin ich der Uberzeugung , daf& das Offizierskorps und die Truppe in absolutem Gehorsam hinter ihren 
militarischen Fuhrern stehen und jeden Befehl ausfiihren wirden , der ihnen gegeben wird . 
Wahrscheinlich wurde schon kurze Zeit nach einem Verschwinden Hitlers kein Mensch mehr von ihm 
sprechen . Mit der letzten Behauptung , die ich erregt herausstiefS , war ich sicherlich zu weit gegangen . 
Jedenfalls widersprach Manstein energisch . Er blieb im Wbrigen entschieden bei seiner Meinung und 
erklarte , er werde sich niemals an einem Unternehmen beteiligen , das zum Untergang der Armee 

fiihren mUusse . Manstein hatte mich langst verhaften lassen k6nnen ; zu offen hatte ich von der 
Notwendigkeit gesprochen , Hitler zu beseitigen . So liefS ich die Briefe von Goerdeler und Popitz in meiner 
Tasche . Angesichts der starren Haltung Mansteins erschien es mir zu riskant , das Leben dieser Manner in 
seine Hand zu geben. Als ich nach weiteren Diskussionen die Zwecklosigkeit meiner BemUhungen 
einsehen muB&te , entsann ich mich des , selbstlosen Auftrages , den mir der Feldmarschall von Kluge noch 
erteilt hatte . 

Ich : Der Feldmarschall von Kluge hat mich beauftragt , Sie zu fragen , ob Sie bereit waren , sich nach 
einem gelungenen Staatsstreich als Chef des Generalstabes der Wehrmacht zur Verfiigung zu stellen ? 
Manstein machte eine leichte Verbeugung und sagte : Bestellen Sie dem Feldmarschall von Kluge , ich 
danke ihm fir das in mich gesetzte Vertrauen . Der Feldmarschall von Manstein wird stets der legalen 
Staatsfhrung loyal zur Verfligung stehen.. Damit war die Aussprache beendet . “ “ 628 Zu diesem 
Gesprach bieten sich folgende Kommentare an . Zugunsten Mansteins muf$ hervorgehoben werden , dafs er 
Gersdorff unbehindert sprechen liefS . Gersdorff war viel weiter gegangen als Stauffenberg . 

Stauffenberg hatte einen Staatsstreich angedeutet , Gersdorff dagegen offen von einer gewaltsamen 
Beseitigung Hitlers gesprochen . Gersdorff schreibt , daf&§ Manstein ihn, , langst hatte verhaften lassen 
k6nnen “ , aber Manstein hat ihn eben nicht verhaften lassen und hat auch keine Meldung erstattet . Im 
letzten Kapitel seines Buches schreibt Gersdorff : , Meine weiteren Lebensretter sind fraglos die 
Feldmarschalle von Kluge und von Manstein, die nicht nur meine politische Einstellung kannten , sondern 
auch von meinem Attentatsversuch und meinen anderen Aktivitaten im Widerstand wufsten .Ein Wort von 
ihnen hatte geniigt , mich der Gestapo auszuliefern . “ 629 Es ist befremdend , dafs Breithaupt in seiner 
Kritik an Gersdorff diesen Satz nicht erwadhnt . Breithaupt ist offensichtlich daran gelegen , jedem Kritiker 
Mansteins unlautere Motive zu unterstellen . Breithaupt bezieht sich auf Gersdorff 's Erinnerungen und 
schreibt:,,[...] Statt dessen , gibt sich Gersdorff den befremdenden Anschein , der Gefahr einer 
Verhaftung seitens Manstein ausgesetzt gewesen zu sein. “ - 630 ,, Befremdend “ war der Anschein nicht . 
Das Gesprach mit Manstein war die erste Begegnung Gersdorffs mit dem Feldmarschall , er kannte dessen 
Einstellung nicht und konnte sehr wohl eine Verhaftung beflrchten . Man kann davon ausgehen , dafs 
Manstein auch die Briefe Goerdelers und Popitz' nicht gemeldet hatte , falls sie inm von Gersdorff 
iibergeben worden waren. In seiner Erkenntnis war Kluge zweifellos Manstein um ,, Pferdelangen voraus “ 
. Manstein war nicht der falsche Mann , um dies Hitler zu sagen “, er hatte Hitler wiederholt und bis zu 
seiner Entlassung auf die Fragen dern Spitzengliederung und des Oberbefehls angesprochen , nur wollte er 
es nicht in dem von Gersdorff angedeuteten Zusammenhang tun. ,, Ich bin erster Linie Soldat “ ist nicht 
ernst zu nehmen , ein Feldmarschall ist mehr als ,, in erster Linie Soldat . “ Kosthorst bezeichnet diesen Satz 
als die Hypostasierung des Soldatentums ( der Erhebung zu einem selbstandigen Wesen ), als 
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settled notion of a soldier’s conception, a windowless monad, or indestructable 
closed unit of a belief, totally divorced from morality and political understanding.”*° 

Manstein’s reply, to Kluge’s agreement to subordinate himself to him, recalls 
old German officers’ jargon: ‘Hannemann, geh Du voran’ (Hannemann, you be the 
one to take the first step.) “It would result in the destruction of the army” could 
confirm my view of Manstein’s personality. The Army may be destroyed, but, if 
Manstein became its chief of Generalstab, it would continue to prosper. In his biog- 
raphy of Stauffenberg, Peter Hoffmann wrote that Manstein’s reply only made 
sense if Manstein, at that time, had already recognised the legitimacy of a govern- 
ment formed by the ‘resistance’. 

“You don’t know the front as I do. I speak daily with soldiers of all age and 
with young officers” is a defensive statement. Manstein was never close to front- 
line soldiers. “Manstein could certainly have arrested me earlier”. Manstein 
certainly could have done so, but he did not have Gersdorff arrested, nor did he 
report the meeting. One can assume that Manstein would not have betrayed the 
confidence of Goerdeler and Popitz, had Gersdorff given him their letters. 

Gersdorff added to his account: 


I was in fear of arrest until my plane took off. Manstein had every right to 
send me up before a summary court-martial and immediately have me 
shot. But he kept his silence, even after 20 July. In spite of my disappoint- 
ment, I will always be grateful to him.” 


In the last chapter of his memoirs, Gersdorff wrote: 


I owe my survival to Feldmarschalls von Manstein and von Kluge. Both 
were aware of my views and both knew of my attempt to blow myself up 
with Hitler, Both had full knowledge of all my activities in the ‘resistance’. 
One word by either would have been sufficient to deliver me into the 
hands of the Gestapo.” 


Since Breithaupt only searched for reasons to discredit any critic of Manstein, 
he omitted both those statements. Instead, he wrote that “Gersdorff conveys the 
astonishing impression of having been in danger of an arrest by Manstein.””” The 
impression was far from astonishing. It was Gersdorff's first ever meeting with 
Manstein, and he had no advance knowledge of Manstein’s attitude. 


Tresckow 


Without any question, the only thing known about Manstein’s last meeting with 
Tresckow on 25 and 26 November 1943, is that it took place. After the war when 
Manstein was accused by Schlabrendorff of having denounced Tresckow, he wrote 
a number of statements about their last encounter. While he was able to establish 
that Schlabrendorff's charges were unsustainable, his account of his last talk with 
Tresckow lacks conviction. 
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Tresckow was always careful, to extremes. His discretion saved many conspir- 
ators from being discovered. He never uttered a negative word to third parties 
about comrades who had not followed his entreaties. Even after his disappoint- 
ment with Manstein, he was eager not to compromise him and sent him a letter of 
sympathy through official channels, when Manstein was dismissed in March of the 
following year. 

After Tresckow’s suicide, the Wehrmacht communiqué of 24 July 1944 said: 
“During the battle, Generalleutnant Scheller, and the chief-of-staff of an army, 
Generalmajor von Tresckow, found a heroic death in the foremost line of the 
front.” The commander in chief of 2nd Army, Generaloberst Weiss, eulogised him 
in an order of the day: 


On 21 July, the chief-of-staff of 2nd Army, Generalmajor von Tresckow, 
was killed in action during a reconnaissance mission. We bow our heads 
in deep awe and sorrow. This outstanding officer was a truly chivalrous 
man and embodied a brilliant mind, spiritual grandeur and genuine 
German virtues. With our deepest gratitude we take farewell of this model 
man, whose loss is a heavy blow for all of us in difficult times. His memory 
will remain with us as a shining example and encourage us to fulfil our 
soldierly duty to the very utmost.” 


On 20 July, the Gestapo had yet no inkling of Tresckow’s part in the ‘resis- 
tance’. His name appeared for the first time in the Gestapo reports on 27 July, and 
then with a question mark: 


Police: Police was to become part of the Ministry for Interior Affairs 
under a commander with the title Chief of the German Police. (Chef der 
deutschen Polizei). Generalmajor von Tresckow, recently killed in action. 
(Probably committed suicide).” 


Tresckow’s role in the ‘resistance’ only became known when Stieff and von der 
Schulenburg confessed under torture. Tresckow was at first buried in his family 
grave plot. Thereafter, his body was brought to the Sachsenhausen concentration 
camp, where it was identified by his cousin Schlabrendorff. After the identifica- 
tion, it was cremated. 

Tresckow’s biographer, Bodo Scheurig, made an indirect reference to the last 
talk between Manstein and Tresckow: 


Manstein cannot be converted. Contrary to all his experience, he still 
thinks that he can convince Hitler. He opposes use of force; it would lead 
to a collapse of the front. The idea that the Russians would invade 
Germany precludes any action by force, as does the request for uncondi- 
tional surrender. 


Tresckow made a massive attempt. 


The Feldmarschall remains uncompromising and requests a second 
meeting, late evening. His partner feels that there is ‘at least slight 
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Fortschritt “, aber ,, Die Wande moéchte man heraufgehen . “ Tresckow resigniert . Nie wieder hat er sich 
um Manstein bemutht . " 636 Breithaupt glaubt anhand eines Briefes Tresckows an seine Frau nachweisen 
zu k6nnen , daf& Scheurig hier zwei verschiedene Absatze in einem zusammengefaft hat . Tresckows Satz : 
» Naturlich ausgedehnte Unterhaltung - immerhin Fortschritt , lie& mich nachts nochmals in sein 
Schlafzimmer kommen , trotz noch immer Differenz sehr herzlich . “ beziehe sich auf das Gesprach mit 
Manstein, der Abschnitt ,, mit vollster Massivitat “ und ,, Die Wande mdchte man hochgehen “ hingegen 
auf ein Gesprach Tresckows mit Kameraden im OKH . 637 Breithaupt sieht in den 

Worten ,, immerhin Fortschritt “ Abstriche Mansteins von bisherigen Vorstellungen der Méglichkeit eines 
Remis . 638 Von einem ,, Abstrich “ ist allerdings bis zum Ende und auch in Verlorene Siege nichts zu in 
Verlorene Siege nichts zu erkennen . In einem Brief an seine Frau vom 27 . November 1943 

schreibt Manstein : ,, Tresckow konnte gestern nicht weiterfliegen und blieb bis zum Abend hier . Wir 
spielten Bridge . Man kann sich ja immer gut mit ihm unterhalten . Fruher dachte ich daran , ihn mir einmal 
als Chef zunehmen. Aber ich glaube jetzt doch nicht , daf§ es das richtige ware . So gern ich ihn habe , so 
angenehm und klug er ist , so ist er eben fiir schwere Zeiten zu klug , sieht er zu scharf die Schwierigkeiten 
und Gefahren und das Negative . Ich selbst sehe das ja alles auch , aber ich komme dartiber hinweg . Hat 
man aber jemanden , der das alles auch klar sieht , ohne das Positive in sich zu 

haben, dann kann es zu einer Belastung werden . 


“ Stahlberg schreibt : 


» ES kam zwischen Manstein und Tresckow zu einem dramatischen Gesprach hinter geschlossener Tur . 
Bevor ich ihn beim Feldmarschall anmeldete , hatte er mir gesagt , worum es gehe und mich 

gebeten , das Gesprach nur zu unterbrechen , wenn besonders wichtige Mitteilungen gekommen seien . 
Wenn ich mich recht entsinne , war ich zweimal bei innen im Zimmer . Jedenfalls sehe ich beide noch 

vor mir am Kamin stehend , in héchster Erregung , Manstein bebend vor Aufregung , wie ich ihn noch nie 
erlebt hatte , und Tresckow mit Tranen der Verzweiflung in den Augen . Ich hatte den Eindruck , 

dafs hier eine Art Fortsetzung des Stauffenberg - Gesprachs von Taganrog stattfand ; nur wurde es von 
Tresckows Seite aus noch leidenschaftlicher und wohl auch offener gefiihrt . Spater erfuhr ich von Henning , 
daf§ Manstein sich ihm endgiltig versagt hatte . Die Gedankenwege Tresckows waren dem Feldmarschall 
einfach unheimlich . “ 639 


Die Worte , , bebend vor Aufregung “ hat Stahlberg aus Schlabrendorffs Buch fast wortlich abgeschrieben : 
» Tresckow lief nicht locker . Bei seiner Besprechung war Manstein durch die Art , wie Tresckow die Lage 
schilderte und ihm seine Verantwortung vor der Geschichte vor Augen fihrte , so beeindruckt , da& er am 
ganzen Korper zitterte . Aber konnte er sich nicht aufraffen zu 
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with a simple “Yes”. Tresckow had preached to a deaf man. Finally, Manstein 
became afraid of Tresckow’s influence. At the end of 1943, the army’s 
personnel department had proposed Tresckow as new chief-of-staff of 
Manstein’s Army Group. Manstein’s refusal was sharply worded. Schmundt 
was surprised and asked Manstein why he had declined Tresckow. Manstein 
replied that “Tresckow was a most capable Generalstab officer but that he had 
a negative attitude toward National-Socialism.” As a consequence of that 
statement, which Schmundr reported to Tresckow, Tresckow’s military 
career came to an end. Manstein had prevented Tresckow from reaching a 
position of considerable military authority, which would have permitted him 
to mobilize military strength against Hitler at the decisive moment.” 


After Schlabrendorff's book went on sale, Manstein wrote to him from his 
prison cell: 

My relationship with Tresckow can be described as one of mutual high 

esteem, compounded by personal friendship, in spite of the age differ- 

ence. I would have been a total fool if I had tried to damage my most 

faithful supporter who, thanks to his friendship with Schmundt, was not 


without influence.” 


Whether Tresckow still remained Manstein’s most faithful supporter can be 
doubted. On April 6, 1943, Tresckow had made an entry into his diary: 


Manstein has military and operational capability, but he understands 
nothing about politics and lacks erudition. He does not see political 
requirements and he shows complete indifference and opposition to 
remedying the urgent problems of the German people.” 


At that time, Tresckow knew that the war was lost and he was not interested in 
a further career. He was promoted to Generalmajor and became chief-of-staff of 
2nd Army, and remained in high staff positions until his suicide. The position of 
chief-of-staff of an Army is important, but it carries no power, since the chief-of- 
staff cannot order under his own name and he has no authority over troop mobili- 
zation and movement. 

Although Schlabrendorff retracted his charges against Manstein 1959, 
Joachim Fest took them up again his book that appeared in 1998. He gave 
Schlabrendorff's first edition as his source, without mentioning Schlabrendorff's 
corrected second edition: 


Tresckow’s hopes of reaching a key position from where he could support a 
putsch by military means at the front, were not fulfilled. The army's personnel 
department had proposed him for chief-of-staff of Manstein’s Army Group 
South. Manstein had refused. When questioned by Schmundt, Manstein 
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Da Manstein alles andere als ein Nationalsozialist war , entfallen diese Behauptungen . In Verlorene Siege 
nimmt Manstein Stellung zu Schlabrendorffs Anschuldigungen , ohne ihn bei Namen zu nennen :,, Ein 
Tresckow nahestehender Herr hat die Version verbreitet , ich hatte Tresckow damals als Chef abgelehnt , 
weil er kein zuverlassiger Nationalsozialist sei . Jeder , der mich kennt wird wissen , da& ich meine 
Mitarbeiter sicherlich nicht nach diesem Gesichtspunkt ausgesucht habe . “ - 643 Dem ist nur 
hinzuzuftigen , daf§ Manstein sich nie um die politischen Ansichten seiner Stabsoffiziere gekiimmert und sie 
nur auf Grund ihrer Fahigkeiten ausgesucht hat . Die durchgehend hohe Qualitat seiner Stabe liefert 

einen ausreichenden Beweis . An Schlabrendorffs Integritat besteht kein Zweifel , jedoch mufs im Auge 
behalten werden , dafg die erste Auflage seines Buches 1946 erschien . Sein Herausgeber 

, Gero von Gaevernitz , schreibt in seinem Vorwort , daf§ Schlabrendorff seine Erinnerungen bereits im 
Sommer 1945 niederschrieb und dafs er bei seiner ersten Begegnung mit ihm noch die Kleidung eines 
Haftlings eines Konzentrationslagers trug .644 Wenige Monate zuvor, am 3. Februar 1945 , stand 
Schlabrendorff vor Freisler und wartete auf sein Todesurteil . Zuvor war er mehrfach gefoltert worden 

. Vor der Verktindung des Urteils wurde die Verhandlung durch einen Luftangriff unterbrochen und Freisler 
wurde durch einen hinunterfallenden Balken auf seinen Kopf getotet . Freislers Nachfolger , Dr. Krohne , 
sprach Schlabrendorff frei und glaubte ihm , daf§ seine vorhergehende Gestandnisse durch Folter erpreft 
worden waren . Schlabrendorff mufste dann noch die Leiche seines Vetters Tresckow in 

Sachsenhausen identifizieren . Er befand sich daher sicher noch unter Schock 

und Ubernahm , was ihm andere erzahit haben. In einer spateren Auflage ( 1959 ) nahm Schlabrendorff 
seine Anschuldigungen gegen Manstein zurUck . 


Mansteins eigene Darstellung zu seinem Gesprach mit Tresckow ist nicht Uberzeugend : 


, Bei der letzten Unterredung mit Tresckow — sie mu& im Spatherbst 1943 oder im folgenden Winter 
gewesen sein - waren wir uns vollig einig dartber , daf$ unsere militarische Fuhrung falsch fUhre . resckow 
vertrat den Standpunkt , dafg es so nicht weitergehe . Ich vertrat den vorher geschilderten Standpunkt . 
Ich sagte , der einzige Ausweg sei, dalS es gelange , Hitler in GUte dazu zu bewegen , wenigstens die 
Fuhrung im Osten , mdglichst aber Uberhaupt abzugeben , wenn auch nicht offiziell , so doch de facto durch 
Einsetzung eines verantwortlichen Gen. St. Chefs . Ich fugte hinzu , dafg er mich 

kaum dazu nehmen wurde und es zwischen uns auch nicht lange gehen k6nne . Das Gesprach mit Tresckow 
hat sich nur um die Frage des Wechsels in der militarischen Fuhrung gedreht . Andere Argumente , 
politische oder militarische , hat Tresckow nicht vorgebracht . Ich selbst hatte dazu keinen Anlaf&§ , da mein 
Kopf voll von militarischen Sorgen war und ich im Ubrigen von den 
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consumed by love for his fatherland, he drew the consequences that led 
him to reach for the hemlock cup. 

Erich von Manstein was never a National-Socialist. His sharp brain, 
and the arrogance of the old guard officer, always saw through the 
Pinkelstratege, as he used to call Hitler. In the end, Manstein finally 
regarded Hitler with utter contempt. Brought up in the best traditions of 
the Prussian Generalstab, he was not only the most outstanding of all 
Quartiermeister, but also, in his thoughts and his plans, he was particu- 
larly close to his chief, General Ludwig Beck. Everyone knows how 
patient and how imploring Beck could be. He tried to gain the close 
support of his ‘disciple’ after their joint work in the past, but he must have 
felt a tragic breach of faith had taken place. 

Becks’s struggle to gain Manstein’s support was made harder by the 
uncontested standing that the Feldmarschall continued to enjoy in the 
whole army, and also with the younger Generalstab officers and with the 
front line troops. A courageous initiative by Manstein, supported by the 
army’s power, could perhaps have led to an overthrow of the regime, even 
without an attempt to kill Hitler. 

But in his talks with those who, without consideration for their 
personal danger, had decided to put an end to the misery, Manstein 
remained true to the old guard jargon: Hannemann, geh Du voran! A 
successful coup d état would have seen Manstein immediately side with his 
former mentor. And therein lies his breach of faith. 

Here was not a supporter of the regime, consumed with loyalty to the 
Fiihrer to the very end. No, the most brilliant mind among the military 
commanders had long recognised where all that would lead. His way was 
shown to him by a man whose memory he still purports to cherish. He 
had gained his authority on the battle-field, bore a distinguished soldier’s 
name and carried the baton of a Feldmarschall. All this may well have 
tipped the balance and led to salvation. 

He had his reasons for abstaining. Seen against the background of 
history, there can only be one conclusion: he was ‘weighed in the balance 
and found wanting.’ Failure in decisive hours is not a personal but an 
historic guilt. No one will blame Manstein for not having been a hero. 
But a Grosser Zapfenstreich, a role model for the Bundeswehr — NO!" 


One has to agree with many of Oster’s statements. A Zapfenstreich was not due 
to Manstein, whether it was due to Halder may be questionable. Manstein was 
certainly not a role model for the Bundeswehr, neither was he a hero. The only 
Feldmarschall who deserves to be called a hero was Erwin von Witzleben. Had a 
coup against Hitler succeeded, Manstein would certainly have been among the first 
to side with the new rulers. Oster’s contention, that a participation by Manstein 
the ‘resistance’ could have succeeded, without a physical removal of Hitler, is more 
than doubrful. 

But Beck never wooed Manstein and Manstein never broke faith with Beck. 


Faith can only be broken if there was a previous commitment, and Manstein never 


104 Die Zeit, November 24, 1967 


244 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


committed himself to Beck’s opinions. Relations between Beck and Manstein 
suffered an increasing alienation. However, it was one-sided. Beck made increas- 
ingly negative remarks about Manstein. Later he spoke of him in open contempt, 
but Manstein never said a negative word about Beck. Like most German generals, 
Manstein had welcomed Hitler's rise to power. Beck had gone much further and 
written to Ms Gossler that 30 January 1933 was the first beam of light in his life, 
after the defeat of 1918. Manstein would have known of Beck’s first doubts. When 
Manstein was replaced as Oberquartiermeister 1, there were only doubts about 
Beck. Beck could have confided in him, but that did not happen. 

Beck was not the resistant ‘from the very first moment’, as he is described in a 
number of books. At first he had only doubts. Then he hesitated, and finally he 
turned to open opposition and paid with his life. When Halder replaced Manstein 
as Oberquartiermeister 1, he tried to convince Beck that Hitler never could be 
swayed, once he had made up his mind. Beck only found the lame reply: “But I 
have sent him a lengthy memorandum”. Halder told him that Hitler was not the 
kind of man who could be impressed by memoranda.’ 

On 18 January 1940, Beck told Halder that an attack in the West would lead 
to a catastrophe. He drew up a plan for an action against Hitler in Berlin. Halder 
said that it was too early. Beck replied that, after all, Halder was an ‘old rider’ and 
should know that a strong heart was required to jump over an obstacle. Halder 
replied testily, that he was known to have been an opponent of Hitler and his 
regime from the very beginning, and that he was not in need of such reproaches. '° 
Klaus-Jiirgen Miiller related the incident. He added that it must have been person- 
ally embarrassing for Beck, to be reminded by Halder, that Halder had recognised 
the dangers of the regime at an earlier time than himself.'” 

Manstein was unaware of all that, but, suppose he had known. Manstein was 
no recruit, he was already a Generalleutnant and, already at that time, viewed as the 
future commander in chief of the army. He was master of his own decisions. They 
were shown to have been erroneous and history has already rendered its verdict. In 
his talk with Réhricht, Tresckow quoted a sentence from Nietzsche: “The future of 
Germany’s culture rests with the sons of Prussian officers”. Kosthorst added: 


The future can also be gambled away. And it has been gambled away! The 
military elite, the product of the Generalstab, was the only body in 
Germany that had the means to remove the NS-regime. Its duty was not 
confined to military achievement, it was also duty bound to assure the 
welfare of the nation. It failed in that duty, although it had been long 
aware that the war was irretrievably lost. History proved that failure. '” 


The exact time that Beck began to dissociate himself from Manstein has not 
been determined. Perhaps it was already prior to Beck’s decision to have Halder 
replace Manstein as Oberquartiermeister 1. Beck may well have been irritated by 
Manstein’s letter to him of 21 July 1938, in which Manstein implored him not to 
resign as head of the Generalstab. It contained the sentence: “After all, the Fithrer 
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has always shown a totally correct grasp of the political situation.” Beck made a 
hand-written comment: “and what about now?” Beck may have felt additional 
anger at another sentence by Manstein. Manstein wrote that, “ I know that no one 
longs with greater fervour than you for the final destruction of Czechoslovakia”. 
However, Manstein could have had in mind a memorandum by Beck of 29 May 
1938. Beck had written: “Czechoslovakia is a creation of the Versailles dictate. It 
would be unbearable for Germany and ways must be found to eliminate Czecho- 
slovakia, if necessary, even by means of war.”'” In the 1920s, Seeckt had expressed 
himself in a similar manner about Poland. 

In conclusion to his memorandum, Beck stated that present international 
constellations did not permit the use of military force. Some of Manstein’s 
sentences may appear cynical. But they can also be interpreted as a suggestion for a 
way to overcome the difficulties indicated by Beck. Manstein wrote: 


Taken together, all our present steps, the build-up of fortifications, mobi- 
lization of additional units, assembly of motorized units close to our 
western border, may well be considered as an open preparation for war by 
us, or a threat of war, which is undoubtedly justified by present political 
circumstances. Since the western powers do not want war, our political- 
military leadership should take advantage of this attitude and induce the 
West to put pressure on Prague. At first, it would be by granting further 
autonomy to national minorities. Once that was achieved, Czechoslo- 
vakia would become undermined to an extent that would permit her final 
disappearance by military action on our part.'” 


Conceivably those sentences led Beck to content himself with his short and 
non-committal reply. He did not even mail it, but kept it for possible communica- 
tion to Manstein a forthcoming visit to Berlin. 

After Manstein’s dismissal as Oberquartiermeister | contacts between Beck and 
himself were only sporadic. Therefore there was never a “patient and imploring” 
struggle, by Beck, to gain Manstein’s adherence to his views. Manstein wrote: 


During the war, I met Beck only once. It was after the campaign against, 
and even perhaps after our victory over France. I don’t recall the exact 
date. I paid a call on him at his home at Berlin-Lichterfelde. At that 
meeting, he did not say a word about a possible coup d ¢tat, or a removal of 
Hitler by force. Probably he abstained because my wife was present. 
During the war, I received a letter from Beck, around Christmas 1942. 
He gave a classic review of the general situation and wrote that the war 
could not be won ... I replied that I could not dispute his conclusions. 
However, I was so preoccupied with the situation of my Army Group that 
I simply could not find the time to reply in detail. Beck concluded his 
letter with an exhortation to make every effort to avoid loss of life. That 
had always been my preoccupation. I added that a war was only lost when 
one admits that it is lost, but, in my view, this was still far from being the 
case. On the contrary, I was convinced that, after our successes at 
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Charkov and on the Dnepr in March 1943, that it was still possible to 
achieve a draw, provided supreme command was up to its task." 


History has proved Beck right and Manstein wrong. History will record 
Manstein as a failure, but not as a disloyal man. 

Not surprisingly, Manstein and his followers were outraged by Oster’s letter. 
The old tale of Oster’s father, the ‘traitor’ Oster who had ‘betrayed’ Germany’s 
attack in the West, was again brought up. Furthermore it was ‘scandalous’, that 
Brigadier General Oster had publicly objected to a ceremony which had been 
ordered and commanded by his superior, General Ulrich de Maiziére, the 
Bundeswehr inspector general. Manstein’s faithful shield-bearer Busse wrote: “The 
Feldmarschall is heads above such pamphlets. I will not lower myself to the level of 
the Oster letter. After all, who is Herr Oster?”'” 


Did Manstein have advance information of the date of July 
20? 


Stahlberg produced a fairy-tale. He wrote about a conversation with Manstein, 
some time in mid-July, but does not mention the date: 

“Herr Feldmarschall, | feel duty bound to inform you that the Fihrer will be 
killed today or on one of the next few days.” Pause. A long pause. No reply. After 
some time, which I felt was an eternity, he said, “Repeat what you have just said.” I 
repeated my words. 

After another eternity, came the question that I had expected and to which | 
had prepared my answer all through the previous night. “Who told you that?” I 
replied immediately, “General Fellgiebel.” After another long silence, over many 
kilometres, I felt that I had to ask him, “Should I have abstained from informing 
you?” He replied immediately, “No, you had to inform me.” I drew a long sigh of 
relief. 

That is simply laughable. Manstein may have harboured paternal feelings for 
Stahlberg, yet such a familiar conversation between the Feldmarschall and a young 
reserve lieutenant, on a topic of such importance, is simply unthinkable. Sentences 
like, “the two us now know quite a lot”, were more appropriate for a beer hall 
Stammtisch. 

Stahlberg then continued to ‘spin his yarn’. He wrote that Fellgiebel often 
referred to him as ‘a saviour in distress’. He purports that he had visited the 
Fiihrerhauptquartier on 11 July, and that General Fellgiebel had told him, “You 
have arrived at the right moment. Stauffenberg is at Berchtesgaden and has the 
bomb in his briefcase. Now the time has come when Manstein is no longer bound 
by his oath. Now he has to know. When will you see him?”'* 

Stahlberg as ‘saviour in distress’ requires no comment. If a senior general such 
as Fellgiebel really wanted to convey such a message to Manstein, he would have 
turned to a senior officer, perhaps Colonel Brandt at OKH. Brandt was a member 
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of the plot and was wounded by splinters from Stauffenberg’s bomb. His involve- 
ment was not known. On the following day, the daily press published a lengthy 
eulogy. However, Brandt talked in his delirium and his part was uncovered. He 
died after some hours. All the newspapers were immediately withdrawn from 
circulation. General Fellgiebel was not sufficiently naive to believe that Stahlberg 
could influence Manstein regarding his oath of allegiance. 


Tresckow’s legacy 
In the last days before 20 July, Tresckow and other leading members of the ‘resis- 


tance’ were convinced that the attempt was doomed to failure. On the eve of the 
Allied landing in France, Tresckow said to Stahlberg: 


It is almost certain that we will fail. But how will future history judge the 
German people, if not even a handful of men had the courage to put an 
end to that criminal? As yet, only a few Germans know of the many atro- 
cious crimes committed by the Nazis. Only at the highest military level is 
everything known. But one day, everybody will know. And they will then 
fall upon those who knew and who did nothing to prevent them. There- 
fore Hitler has to be killed, at all costs, cottte que cotite.’” 


Before blowing himself up, Tresckow said to Schlabrendorff: 


Now everyone will attack us and besmirch us. I continue to be convinced 

of the justice of our cause. Hitler is not only Germany’s arch-enemy, he is 

the arch-enemy of the whole world. In a few hours, I will stand face to face 

with the Almighty. I can defend what I did with the cleanest conscience. If 

God had promised Abraham that he would not destroy Sodom if only ten 

just men were found there, I hope that God will show mercy to Germany 

for our sake. None of us may complain about our end. Everyone who 

joined us has agreed to ‘wear the Nessus shirt’. A man’s ethical value 

begins at the moment when he is ready to sacrifice his life for his convic- 
tion. 

Having put on the ‘poisoned shirt’ of Nessus, and failed in their attempt to 
assassinate Hitler, they knew that they would lose their lives. 

Recognition in post-war Germany and the rest of the world took much longer 
than Tresckow had hoped for. German opinion polls during the 1970s showed 
that the attitude of the German people towards the ‘resistance’ ranged from ambiv- 
alent to downright negative. In Britain and the USA, 20 July was at first discarded 
as a failed attempt by some mutinous generals. Gersdorff recalls that in his pris- 
oner-of-war camp, he was shown a memorandum written by an American Captain 
Franz-Joseph von Trautmannsdorff, a scion of an Austrian aristocratic dynasty, 
who had emigrated to the US. According to Trautmannsdorff, most of the 
conspirators were Prussian Junker. Motivated by personal ambition, they wanted 
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fragten konnten keinen Namen der Teilnehmer am 20. Juli nennen. Als Schlabrendorffs Buch erschien , in 
dem Gersdorffs bemerkte Gersdorff zu seinem Erstaunen , daf§ kaum einer seiner Mitgefangenen seinen 
Gruf8 erwiderte und dafs er von fast allen seiner Kameraden geschnitten wurde . Er suchte den deutschen 
Lagerkommandanten , Generaloberst Hollidt , auf und bat ihn , eine von ihm vorbereitete Erklarung zu 

den Darstellungen Schlabrendorffs , zu denen er sich voll bekannte , beim nachsten Lagerappell vorlesen zu 
lassen . Hollidt schlug seine Bitte ab und erklarte ihm : “Sie sind sich offenbar Uber Ihre tatsachliche 
Situation nicht klar . Vor kurzem war eine Anordnung von Generalen bei mir , die ihre sofortige Entfernung 
aus dem Lager gefordert hat . Sie haben mir erklart , anderenfalls wiirden sie die im Lager anwesenden SS - 
Leute veranlassen , Sie totzuschlagen . “ 663 


Als der vollig unbedeutende Generalleutnant Engel , zwischen 1938 und 

1943 Heeresadjutant Hitlers , fruhzeitig aus der Kriegsgefangenenschaft 

entlassen wurde , sagte der amerikanische Lagerkommandant zu Gersdorff , Engel habe stets nur Befehle 
ausgefuhrt und sei daher keine Gefahr . Hingegen habe Gersdorff seinem Gewissen gehorcht und damit 
bewiesen , dafg er Anordnungen widersprechen konne . Daher sei er gefahrlich und k6nne noch nicht 
entlassen werden . 
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as being dangerous and have to keep you in custody.”'”° Later, Gersdorff applied 
for entry in the Bundeswehr, but met with a refusal. 

Major Remer, who had quelled the uprising in Berlin on 20July, was immedi- 
ately promoted to colonel. Before the end of the war he rose to Generalmajor. He 
joined a party of the extreme right. At a meeting, he made a speech in which he 
described the conspirators as a bunch of traitors, paid by the Allies. He received an 
insignificant prison sentence of a few months. 

In East German schoolbooks, the ‘resistance’ movement was described as 
having been led by the German Communist party, KPD. 


From the first day of the Hitler regime, the XPD led the struggle 
against the regime. The anti-fascist ‘resistance’ was part of the class 
struggle of the working-class against the bourgeois monopoly. 
Communists, Social-Democrats, members of the middle-class, paci- 
fists and youths of all opinion joined the ‘resistance’. But all recog- 
nised the leadership of the XPD. Admittedly, Stauffenberg had “some 
contact with Beck and Dr Goerdeler”, but he wanted above all to make 
peace on all fronts, establish a democratic regime in Germany, and 
create good neighbourly relations with the USSR. Therefore he 
searched for a co-operation with the ‘resistance’ led by the KPD. 
Unfortunately, the KPD could not prevail against the reactionary 
majority among the conspirators.’ 


This calls for some comment. In 1933, the KPD had already become insignifi- 
cant. In the last years before Hitler’s appointment as Chancellor, an increasing 
number of its members had switched sides. Jokingly, they were described as ‘beef- 
steaks’, outside ‘brown’, inside ‘red’. The XPD had to act in secret, and took to the 
‘underground’. After the signing of the Hitler-Stalin pact, and until Germany’s 
attack against Russia, the Communist parties in Germany, and in occupied 
Europe, were openly supportive of the German war effort. The day after German 
troops entered Paris, the publishers of the Communist daily, Z ‘Humanité, went to 
the German military commander and asked for permission to continue publica- 
tion. 

In 1953, a monument was erected in the courtyard of the Bendlerblock 
building, where Stauffenberg and his comrades were shot on the evening of 20 
July. The building was declared an official memorial. However, Bundeswehr 
barracks were named after generals of the Reichswehr and the Wehrmacht, before 
similar recognition was granted to the men of 20 July. 

On 19 July 1954, Theodor Heuss, the first President of the German Federal 
Republic, finally made a speech in which he acknowledged the merits of the ‘resis- 
tance’: “In this hour, we acknowledge our gratitude for the idealism and the 


longing for a rule of law, shown by the men whose heroic death was an inspiration 
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121 H. Markmann, Der 20. Juli 1944 und der deutsche Widerstand gegen den 
Nationalsozialisms in den Schulbiichern beider deutschen Staaten, in G, Ueberschar 
(ed.) Der 20. Juli. Das andere Deutschland in der Vergangenheitspolitik nach 1945, 
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die durch ihre heroische Tat den Geist der Freiheit verkorperten . Die Scham , in die Hitler die Deutschen 
gezwungen hatte , wurde durch ihr Blut vom besudelten deutschen Namen wieder weggewischt . 665 


Chapter 6 


Manstein and the 
“Commissar Order’ 


t his crial, Manstein was found guilty of compliance with the ‘Commissar 

Order’, the infamous order of 6 June 1941, that called for the immediate 
execution of every Red Army Commissar after capture. The tribunal found 
evidence that fourteen commissars were shot at 11th Army, and a further five 
handed over to the SD. However, it could not conclusively determine if commis- 
sars were executed at Manstein’s LVI Motorized Corps, during the initial weeks of 
the war in the East. Manstein did not contest the figures. In Verlorene Siege, 
Manstein wrote that the shootings of commissars at 1 1th Army was in conformity 
with martial law. “The few Commissars who were shot were not taken prisoner on 
the battlefield. They were arrested in the rear, and shown to have been partisans or 
party functionaries. They were thus treated in accordance with martial law.”' 
Manstein, of all people, ought not to have used terms such as ‘international law’ or 
‘martial law’ in connection with 1 1th Army on the Crimea. 

Searching for exact numbers of executed commissars is somewhat meaning- 
less, since it has never been possible to determine how many commissars were shot 
in compliance with the ‘Commissar Order’. Between July and December 1941, the 
Red Army lost close to 4 million prisoners-of-war. Since every Russian unit, down 
to company level, included a commissar, more than 30,000 commissars would 
have had to be shot, if the order were carried out to the extent desired by Hitler. 
The commissars who were executed did not even come close to that number. 

The ‘numbers game’ continues to be played in German revisionist history. Its 
purpose is to set off German suffering against the sufferings that the Germans 
brought upon other nations. It tries to reduce the responsibility of the Wehrmacht 
for its crimes during the war of extermination in the East. Obviously, the execution 
of one single commissar, shot in compliance with the ‘Commissar Order’, is just as 
criminal as the shooting of thousands, or tens of thousands. The ‘numbers game’ is 
not confined to commissars. 

In his book Keine Kameraden (No Comrades), Christian Streit arrives at a total 
of 3 million Russian prisoners-of-war, who perished in their camps.” For years, 
German revisionist historians disputed Streit’s figures, claiming that they were 
exaggerated. When Soviet intelligence became available, it showed that the data 
given by Streit was on the low side. Alfred Streim wrote of ‘at least’ 2,530,000.’ 


1 Verlorene Siege, p. 177 

2 C.Streit, Keine Kameraden. Die Wehrmacht und die sowjetischen Kriegsgefangenen 
1941-1945, Bonn 1997 (henceforth: Streit) 

3 A. Streim, Sowjetische Gefangene in Hitlers Vernichtungskrieg, Berichte und Dokumente 
1941-1945. Heidelberg, 1982 
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Joachim Hoffmann, who saw the German attack on Russia as a preventive war, 
arrived at 2 million victims.‘ 

Whether 2 or 3 million Russian prisoners-of-war perished, as a result of ill- 
treatment in their camps, the guilt of the Wehrmacht remains the same. 6 million 
dead have become a symbol for the victims of the Holocaust. The analysis by the 
foremost Holocaust historian, Raul Hilberg, arrives at a total of 5.1 million.* There 
is no dispute about the number of Jews murdered by the Finsatzgruppen in Russia, 
since their commanders were always eager to boast, with exact figures of their 
victims after every execution. 

Manstein was one of the top commanders who lodged a strong protest against 
the ‘Commissar Order’. It is established that he did his utmost to prevent it from 
being carried out. The main criticism that can be levelled against him, in this 
particular context, lies in the strategy adopted by his lawyer Paget, and his own 
rambling defence at his trial. Paget wrote that Manstein had ‘forbidden’ the execu- 
tion of the order.® This is obvious nonsense. Although Paget would increasingly 
show himself an admirer of the Nazi regime, and an apologist of the racial extermi- 
nation in Poland and in Russia, that sentence of his is evidence of his ignorance of 
the chain of authority in the Third Reich. No general could ever forbid the carrying 
out of an order by Hitler. The best he could do was to express a wish to his subordi- 
nates that an order not be executed. There is evidence that Manstein did so in 
connection with the “Commissar Order’. 

Manstein’s attitude toward the ‘Commissar Order’ deserves to be emphasised, 
since opposition to the ‘Commissar Order’ was not as frequent as the memoirs of 
German commanders want to imply. Manstein’s predecessor at 11th Army, 
Generaloberst Eugen Ritter von Schobert showed himself a ruthless executioner of 
commissars. Manstein described Schobert as a “Bavarian noble mind’, a ‘com- 
mander whom his soldiers cherished in their hearts.” ‘His heart was with his 
soldiers’ or ‘his soldiers cherished him’ are typical stereotypes in the memoirs of 
German generals. One might just as well say that a commander, whose heart is not 
with his troops, can never be a good commander. A typical order, issued by the 

‘Bavarian noble mind’, contained the sentence, “Better to take charge of too many 
than too few.”* 

At his trial before the IMT, (Case 12, also called the OKW trial) Generaloberst 
von Salmuth described Schobert as having been a man totally devoted to Hitler, 
who would blindly follow any order issued by him.” A few days later, Salmuth 
retracted his statement and said, that “Schobert could not be included among the 
National-Socialist believers. He was a decent and honourable man, a pure idealist. 
If he followed Hitler’s ideas, it was only because he believed in them as in the 
‘amen’ at the end of a prayer.”’ General Wohler, chief-of-staff of 11th Army, saw 
Schobert as “a man who believed in Hitler and who was totally convinced that 


4 J. Hioiineiw, Stalins Vernichesnamhriae 1941-1945, Munich 1995 

5 R.Hilberg, Die Vernichtung der europdischen Juden, Frankfurt 1990, vol.3, p.1.299 
(henceforth: Hilberg) 

Paget, p. 161 

Verlorene Siege, p. 208 

Krausnick, p.216. 

IMT, Case 12, p.3.889 and p. 3.913 (henceforth: IMT, Case 12) 
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Hitler had a historic mission. However, I do not feel that Schobert can be viewed as 
an enthusiastic follower of the National-Socialist party line.” '° 

When Generalleutnant Karl Hollidt, a deeply religious man, who commanded 
5th Infantry Division in 11th Army, received the ‘Commissar Order’, he sank into 
depression. He turned to his Corps Commander, General Erik Hansen, and told 
him that his faith forbade him to persecute people who had fallen into his power, 
but only on the grounds of different political views. Hansen replied that the order 
was valid for the whole Front in the East and that he could do nothing. Hansen 
then made an appeal to Schobert, who told him that “Hollidt was a soldier who 
had to carry out orders. Orders received from highest authority may not be 


Wohler had already received a dressing-down from Schobert. He had 
proposed to him to limit executions to the commissars who had committed crimes, 
who under general law were subject to the death penalty. Schobert told him 
sternly: “One cannot throw an order, sent ex cathedra, into the waste paper basket 
or simply put it into the files.”'* At Nuremberg, Wohler stated that he had a guilty 
conscience, adding that he could not request his ‘relief on ground of disagreement 
with his commander about a Fiihrer order. Later, in the Crimea, Wohler had no 
such qualms about the execution of Jews by the Einsatzgruppen and repeatedly put 
troops of 11th Army at their disposal. When Manstein succeeded Schobert at the 
head of 11th Army, Wéhler immediately questioned him about his attitude, and 
felt relieved when Manstein told him that he opposed the ‘Commissar Order’. '° 

At Nuremberg, in his plea for OKWand the Generalstab, Dr Laternser stated, 


When Hitler mentioned this plan, which had been prepared solely by him, 
in his address to the Generals in March 1941, he immediately encountered 
the strongest rejection from all commanders present. They had been raised 
in a spirit of humanity and soldierly ethos. All attempts of the Generals at 
OKW and OKH had failed to put a halt to formalising Hitler's views in a 
written order. The ‘Commissar Order’ was issued, the commanders of 
Army Groups and Armies either abstained from forwarding it to the units 
under their command, or they gave instructions to disobey it. They acted in 
full knowledge of their risk of being severely punished for open disobedi- 
ence of an order, by their Supreme Commander, in war-time. An addi- 
tional order by the Commander in Chief of the Army, Brauchitsch, to 
preserve discipline, accomplished the desired effect. It gave the 
commanders at the front the tool they needed to act according to their 
conviction. The military leadership thus knew that the ‘Commissar Order’ 
was not complied with at all Army Groups and Armies."* 


Those are indeed elevated words, but they are simply not true. There never 
were “all efforts by OKW and OKH”. Obviously, no commander could refuse to 
communicate the order to his subordinates. Statements made by some Generals in 

10 Ibid, p. 5.562 
11 Friedrich, p. 595 
12 IMT, Case 12, p. 5.580 also Friedrich, p. 597 
13. Ibid, p.5.582 
14 Also quoted in Streit, p. 45 
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their memoirs, that they had never received the order, have been exposed as lies. 
Guderian wrote that he had never seen the Barbarossa Order nor the ‘Commissar 
Order’. Perhaps Army Group Centre had refrained from communicating them to 
him.'* The Barbarossa Order was even more horrible than the ‘Commissar Order’. 
It gave German soldiers, and persons in Wehrmacht employment, a free hand to 
commit crimes against the Russian civilian population, without having to face 
prosecution. 

Guderian’s statement is shown to be untrue, by an order from General 
Joachim Lemelsen, commander of XLVII Panzer Corps in Guderian’s 
Panzergruppe 2. General Lemelsen had protested against the shooting of prisoners- 
of-war in a general manner, but added that “prisoners, who could be shown to have 
been commissars, had to be immediately taken aside and shot, in each instance 
upon an order given by an officer to the firing-squad.”® 

Lemelsen’s order is a typical example of the divisions in the mentality of the 
German officers. On one side, a continued adherence to military tradition, that 
prisoners-of-war may not be molested, on the other, an abandoning of the same 
tradition, as soon as the victim is a representative of the Bolshevist system. The Ia of 
17th Panzer Division in Lemelsen’s Corps, confirmed that the “Commissar Order’ 
had been transmitted to him through normal channels, ie XLVII Corps, by direct 
instruction from Guderian."” Furthermore, Guderian reported directly to OKW 
that his Panzergruppe 2 had taken only few prisoners-of-war during the first days of 
the campaign, but that by the beginning of August, 170 commissars had been 
‘shunt off ie abgeschoben."* 

Undoubtedly, a refusal by a high commander to communicate the ‘Com- 
missar Order’ would have been immediately communicated to Hitler, and the 
general responsible would have been severely punished. However, there is no 
record of any General punished for that reason. German archive documents show 
that the ‘Commissar Order’ was carried out in all units of the army, the only excep- 
tion being Generalmajor Hans-Heinrich Sixt von Armin’s 17th Panzer Division."” 
Brauchitsch’s ‘additional order’, mentioned by Dr Laternser, did not concern the 
‘Commissar Order’, but part II of the Barbarossa Order. It read: 


II. 1. Acts committed by soldiers of the Wehrmacht or persons in its 
employment against enemy civilians, even if they are crimes under mili- 
tary law, need not be prosecuted. Military courts may order prosecution 
only if such acts endanger discipline or the safety of the troops. This 
includes, inter alia, severe acts of sexual molestation, deeds resulting from 
a criminal disposition of the perpetrator, or deeds that show a danger that 
troops may become dissolute. 


2. Such deeds should be seen against the background that the military 
collapse of 1918, the sufferings of the German people, and the internal 
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struggle against National-Socialism with its many victims, were decisively 
due to Bolshevist influence. No German is allowed to forget this.” 


Brauchitsch’s additional order, of 24 May 1941, had the wording: 


... All Commanders have to keep in mind that individual acts of violence 
committed by solders cannot be permitted, and they have to prevent a 
development of unruliness in their units. The individual soldier must 
never get the feeling that ‘he can simply do what he wants’ in Russia. In 
every case he has to obey orders by his officers. I request that this be made 
totally clear down to the smallest unit. Immediate steps by officers, in 
particular Company Commanders, must strive to maintain strict disci- 
pline, (Manneszucht), the foundation of our previous successes.” 


Brauchitsch stated at Nuremberg that he had issued an additional order of his 
own to soften the impact of the ‘Commissar Order’.” This statement is likewise 
not true. On 8 June 1941, Brauchitsch issued a directive that civilian political 
commissars, who are treated separately in the “Commissar Order’, who can be 
shown to have acted in a hostile manner against the Wehrmacht, or who can be 
suspected of such intentions, have to be taken aside after capture, and shot in an 
‘inconspicuous (unauffallig) manner.’ The reader will have to judge, if ‘incon- 
spicuous shooting’ of civilian commissars is a softening of an order, which was 
mainly concerned with military commissars. 


Literature 


British and American books on the Second World War make only scant reference 
to the ‘Commissar Order’. Neither Pierre Masson nor Matthew Cooper mention it 
in their books on the Wehrmacht. In his book on the Russo-German war, Albert 
Seaton makes a few statements about the part played by commissars in the Red 
Army. The ‘Commissar Order’ is only mentioned in a footnote, which bears no 
relation to reality: 


It was originally intended, that the German Army should shoot the 
commissars on capture, and it appears that the OKH framed a draft on the 
Fiibrer’s order. Halder, according to his diary on 6 May, seems to have 
been briefed on the drafting of such orders by the Judge Advocate’s 
Department. A draft order was sent from OKH to OKW for concurrence. 
Later, an attempt was made to withdraw the order, it being understood 
that the SD (Sicherheitsdienst) would carry out the executions.” 


Seaton expressed himself in a similar vein his work on the German Army: 
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The exhibition was closed down, after two historians, one Polish and one 
Hungarian, showed that a number of photographs, purported to show mass shoot- 
ings by the Germans, were in fact pictures of executions by the NKVD, before the 
Germans penetrated Russia. The mix-up was gross negligence by the organisers, 
the Hamburg Institute for Social Research. Genuine photos were available in more 
than sufficient quantity. Disputes between German historians, about the part 
played by the Wehrmacht in crimes committed in the East, are beginning to abate. 
Among serious German historians there is a consensus that many commanders and 
units of the Wehrmacht were guilty of ‘unspeakable crimes’. That has to be 
welcomed, for the Germans must finally come to terms with their past, and view 
their Army of the Second World War as it really was. 

When discussions about the Wehrmacht exhibition became increasingly 
violent, a group of prominent German personalities published an anthology, Die 
Soldaten der Wehrmacht,” (Soldiers of the Wehrmacht), with the purpose of contra- 
dicting the more radical elements of the exhibition. It was produced under pressure 
of time and is therefore of doubtful quality. Whilst a few chapters are written by 
eminent historians, most are typical examples of revisionist literature. 

Sources for that chapter are the works of: 


* Manfred Messerschmidt, Die Wehrmacht im NS-Staat, Zeit der Indoktrination 
(The Wehrmacht in the NS-State. Years of indoctrination.) 

¢ Christian Streit, Keine Kameraden. (No comrades.) 

¢  Jérg Friedrich, Das Gesetz des Krieges. Das deutsche Heer in Russland 1941 bis 
1945. Der Prozess gegen das Oberkommando der Wehrmacht. (Laws of war. The 
German Army in Russia 1941-1945. The trial of the OKW.)* 

¢  Jiirgen Forster, Die Sicherung des Lebensraumes (securing the ‘Lebensraum’ .) in 
volume 4 of the MGFA anthology on the Second World War.” 

* Horst Rohde’s chapter Politische Indoktrination in hiheren Stiben und in der 
Truppe untersucht am Beispiel des Kommissarbefehls (Political indoctrination at 
staff and troop level — seen against the example of the ‘Commisar Order’), in 
Die Soldaten der Wehrmacht. 

* Krausnick/Wilhelm’s standard work about the Einsatzgruppen, includes the 
minutes of the Nuremberg trial and of IMT, case 12 and the minutes of 
Manstein’s trial.*” 





33 Die Soldaten der Wehrmacht, H.Poeppel, W.-K., Prince of Prussia, K.-G.von Hase 
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Rohdes Kapitel erwahnt den Kommissarbefehl als Beispiel der politischen Indoktrination . Rohde wirft Streit 
vor , daB er sich nur auf die Akten bezieht , die bei den KriegsverbrecherProzessen auf dem Tisch lagen . 
696 Diese Kritik ist nicht gerecht , in einer Tabelle von Streit findet man 17 GroBverbande mit Meldungen 
uber den durchgefiihrten Kommissarbefehl . 697 Rohde beschrankt sich selber auf 10 Verbande , unter 
ihnen meist Divisionen , und und einige Durchgangslager . Rohde sieht in der Kirze der Meldungen Uber 
erschossene Kommissare : ,, Ein Kommissar befehlsgemaR 

erschossen “,... Tote 3 053 ( darunter 3 Kommissare ) “, ,, Ein Kommissar wurde erschossen “ usw . 698 
ein Zeichen dafuir , daB in innen keine Tendenz erkennbar ist . Dem kann man die Frage entgegenhalten , 
was Uber eine ErschieBung von Kommissaren noch zu berichten war . Der vom Befehl vorgeschriebener 
kurzer Meldezettel gibt keinen AnlaB , eine langere Beschreibung hinzuzufiigen , wie die Exekution erfolgte . 
Auf das von Rohde angeftihrte Argument , die Zahlen wurden ergeben , daB der Befehl nicht in dem 
erwunschten Ausma®B durchgeftihrt wurde , braucht nicht naher eingegangen werden , da diese Tatsache 
hinreichend erwiesen ist und auch von den kritikern der Wehrmacht nicht in Frage gestellt wird .Rohde 
behauptet weiterhin , dafg Begriffe wie ,, abgeschoben “, ,, entsprechend 

behandelt “ nicht unbedingt identisch mit exekutiert sein mUssen . 699 Das wird durch die Berichte der 
widerlegt , die oft Euphemismen , wie ,, umgesiedelt “ , , den Bestimmungen entsprechend 

behandelt “ , anstelle von Exekution verwendeten . 


Das Entstehen des Kommissarbefehls und sein endgUltiger Wortlaut. 
Hitlers Rede an die Generale vom 30 . Marz 1941. 


Am 30. Marz 1941 hielt Hitler eine Ansprache vor etwa 250 hohen 

Offizieren — den Oberbefehlshabern von Heeresgruppen und Armeen , 
Befehlshabern der Panzergruppen , Kommandierenden Generalen , 
Kommandeuren von Divisionen und Stabschefs , deren Verbande fur einen 
Einsatz gegen RuBland vorgesehen waren — daher war auch Manstein 
anwesend . Halder notierte Stichworte in seinem persénlichen Tagebuch ( kursiv 
im Original ) : 


» Koloniale Aufgaben ! 


Kampf zweier Weltanschauungen gegeneinander . Vernichtendes Urteil Uber Bolschewismus , ist 
gleich asoziales Verbrechertum. Kommunismus ungeheure Gefahr fur die Zukunft . Wir missen von dem 
Standpunkt des soldatischen Kameradschaftsgeist abriicken . 


Das ist keine Frage der Kriegsgerichte . Die Fuhrer der Truppen mussen wissen , worum es geht. Sie 
mussen in dem Kampf fiihren . Die Truppe muB sich mit allen Mitteln verteidigen , mit denen sie angegriffen 
wird . Kommissare und GPU - Leute sind Verbrecher und mussen als solche behandelt werden . Deshalb 
braucht die Truppe nicht aus der Hand der Fihrer zu kommen. Der Fiihrer muB seine Anordnungen im 
Einklang mit dem Empfinden der Truppe 

treffen . ( Randnotiz Halders : ObdH Befehl ) .” 700 


Mit dieser Rede wurden die Methoden klargelegt , mit denen die 

KriegfUhrung im Osten vor sich gehen sollten , das Stichwort , , Vernichtungskrieg 

“war gefallen und der Begriff vom , jlidisch - bolschewistischen Untermenschentum “ war zu erkennen . Er 
wurde bereits im Februar 1933 von Reichenau , damals Oberst und Chef des 

Reichswehrministeramtes angedeutet : , Morsches im Staat muf fallen , das 

kann nur mit Terror geschehen . Die Partei wird gegen den Marxismus riicksichtslos vorgehen . Aufgabe der 
Wehrmacht : Gewehr bei Fu8 .Keine Unterstiitzung , falls Verfolgte Zuflucht bei der Truppe suchen . ” 701 


Angesichts dieser Worte muB Mansteins Protest gegen den 

Arierparagraphen besonders hoch bewertet werden . Nach dem Anhéren der Rede vom 30 . Marz kann sich 
keiner der anwesenden Generale mit einem ,, Nichtwissen “ 

entschuldigen . Das wiederholte sonderliche Hervorheben der Notwendigkeit der Fuhrung , sich 

dem Geist der Truppe anzupassen , zeigt , daB Hitler sich der Zustimmung aller 

seiner Generale nicht sicher war . 
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mous danger for the future. We must retreat from traditional military 
comradeship. The Communist was never a ‘comrade’, and will never be a 
‘comrade’. It is a war of extermination. Even if we do not understand this, 
we will still vanquish the enemy. But in thirty years from now we will face 
the same communist enemy again. We are not making war to preserve the 
life of the enemy. 

War against Russia: 

Elimination of the Commissars and communist ‘intelligentsia’. The 
new states to be created must be socialist states, without any ‘intelligen- 
tsia’ of their own. On no account can a new intelligentsia be permitted to 
develop. A primitive socialist ‘intelligentsia’ is sufficient. War must be 
waged against the poison of subversion. This is no matter for courts- 
martial, The commanders have to know their duties. They have to lead. 
Troops will defend themselves with the same means with which they are 
attacked. Commissars and GPU-men are criminals and will be treated as 
criminals. 

Soldiers may not become detached from the officers. Officers have to 
take their decisions in accordance with the feelings of their soldiers. 
(Halder added his own note: War will be different from the war in the 
West. In the East, hardship looks mild, when viewed against the future.) 
Officers have to overcome any apprehension for themselves. (Note by 
Halder: order by Commander in Chief of the Army.) 


That speech was the first indication of the methods with which the war against 
Russia was to be conducted. “War of extermination’ is clearly mentioned and the 
emergence of the ‘Jewish-Bolshevist subhuman’ is not far away. Already, back in 
1933, Reichenau had voiced similar views: 


All that is rotten in the state has to disappear, this can only be achieved by 
terror. The party will be ruthless against Marxism. Duty for the army: 
guns ready for battle. No assistance, if people turn to the Army for help 
from persecution.” 


Even before the attack on Russia, the slogan of the subhuman had penetrated 
the orders of the day issued by the German Commanders. Later, it became 
commonplace. 

During the autumn months of 1941, Generaloberst Strauss, OB of 9th Army, 
requested, in contravention to all international conventions, the use of Russian 
prisoners-of-war for work of a military purpose. He added that the Russians should 
consider themselves lucky if they were given two thirds of the rations available to 
German soldiers. Naturally “Asiatic subhumanity’ had to remain confined to 
camps. But their employment by the Wehrmacht would provide them for the rest 
of their lives with the advantage of having obtained knowledge of German disci- 


pline.” 





41 Halder personal diary, vol. II, p. 336 f. 
42 Streit, p. 57 
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Nach dem Krieg behauptete Halder , er habe seine Notizen gemacht , um spater 

seine MiBbilligung festhalten zu kGnnen . Das wird man den Ublichen Nachkriegsbehauptungen zurechnen 
mussen , 1941 war aus dem Widerstandler Halder der Jahre 1938 / 39 ein enthusiastischer Blitzkrieger 
geworden , der in der Illusion schwebte der Krieg gegen die Sowjetunion sei bereits in den zwei ersten 
Wochen gewonnen worden , man brauche ihn nur zu beenden . Am 3. April 1941 unterzeichnete Halder 
einen Befehl fiir die Behandlung der Zivilbevdlkerung : , Aktiver oder passiver Widerstand 

der Zivilbevélkerung ist mit scharfen MaBnahmen im Keime zu ersticken . SelbstbewuBtes und 
rucksichtsloses Auftreten gegenUber den 

deutschfeindlichen Elementen wird ein wirksames Vorbeugungsmittel sein . Fruhzeitig muB Klarheit daruber 
geschaffen werden , auf welche 

Bevdélkerungsteile sich die deutsche Truppe stUtzen kann . Die der sowjetrussischen Regierung und 
Staatsform feindliche Bevélkerung ist den deutschen Interessen , gegebenenfalls durch Zubilligung gewisser 
Freiheiten und materieller Vorteile 

nutzlich zu machen .” 702 


In Ndrnberg behaupteten Brauchitsch und andere Generale , die der Rede 

beigewohnt hatten , es sei , nachdem Hitler den Saal verlassen hatte , zu heftigen Protesten beim ObdH 
gekommen und er habe zugesagt , er werde keine den Forderungen Hitlers entsprechenden Befehle 
erlassen . Weshalb erst nachdem Hitler den Saal verlassen hatte ? Warum erfolgte der ,, heftige Protest “ 
nicht in seiner Gegenwart ? Hatte Hitler die ,, einmutig protestierenden Generale “ insgesamt abgesetzt und 
verhaften lassen ? Mit wem hatte er dann seinen Krieg gegen RuBland fUhren kénnen , wenn alle 

fur inn vorgesehenen Oberbefehlshaber , Kommandierende Generale , Kommandeure und deren Chefs von 
einem Tag auf den anderen plétzlich verschwunden waren ? Brauchitsch hat noch weitere Befehle erlassen , 
die Hitlers Forderungen 

entsprachen , von einem Widerspruch der Oberbefehlshaber zu den Methoden , 

mit denen der Ostkrieg gefUhrt wurde , gibt es nur wenige Beispiele . DaB eine Anzahl von 

Generalen Einspruch gegen den Kommissarfehl erhoben , steht auBer Zweifel , 

man weiB , daB Manstein zu ihnen gehérte , obwohl er die Rede Hitlers vom 30 . Marz 

1941 in Verlorene Siege nicht erwahnt . Zu einem erfolgreichen Protest gegentiber 

Hitler war Brauchitsch wahrend seiner Zeit als Oberbefehlshaber des Heeres nie in der Lage , weil Hitler ihn 
nur selten zu Wort kommen lieB und wenn es ein 

Gesprach gab , daB Hitler miBfiel , fand es in einem Ton statt , der oft dazu fuhrte , 

daB Brauchitsch als gebrochener Mann aus dem Fihrerhauptquartier zurtickkehrte . 


Der General z.b.V., im OKH fiir Fragen der inneren Struktur zustandig , Generalleutnant Eugen 
Miller , sandte am 6 . Mai einen ersten Entwurf des Kommissarbefehls an Generalmajor Walter 
Warlimont , Chef der Abteilung L ( Landesverteidigung ) im OKW und stellvertretender Chef des 
Wehrmachitfuhrungsstabes : ,, Politische Hoheitstrager und Leiter ( Kommissare ) 

bedeuten eine erhdhte Gefahr fiir die Sicherheit der Truppe und die Befriedung des 

eroberten Landes . Soweit sie von der Truppe ergriffen oder ihr sonst zugefiihrt werden , sind sie 

einem Offizier , der Disziplinarstrafgewalt hat , vorzufihren . Dieser hat unter Hinzuziehung von zwei 
weiteren Soldaten ( im Offiziers — oder Unteroffiziersrang ) festzustellen , daB der Ergriffene oder 
Vorgefuhrte politischer Leiter ( Kommissar ) ist . Ist die politische Eigenschaft ausreichend begrtindet , hat 
der Offizier die ErschieBung sogleich anzuordnen und durchfihren zu lassen . Zu den politischen 
Funktionaren gehéren die pol . Leiter ( Kommissare ) in der Truppe . Ihrem alsbaldigen Herausfinden und 
ihrer Absonderung kommt besondere Bedeutung Zu , da sie in erster Linie die Propaganda in der Heimat 
als Gefangene fortzusetzen vermégen . Sie sind nach Méglichkeit in den Gefangenen - Sammelstellen , 
spatestens in den Durchgangslagern zu erledigen . Ferner gehéren dazu die Kommissare bei der 
Verwaltung und der Partei sowie 
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sonstige politische Persénlichkeiten von Bedeutung , mit denen die Truppe 

zusammentrifft . Politische Leiter wirtschaftlicher und technischer Betriebe sind nur zu ergreifen , 

falls sie sich im Einzelfall gegen die deutsche Wehrmacht auflehnen. Ein Abschieben ergriffener politischer 
Hoheitstrager und Kommissare nach 

ruckwarts wird untersagt . “ 703 In seinen Memoiren schreibt Warlimont , daB er ,, aufs peinlichste Uberrascht 
“war , daf& der Oberbefehlshaber des Heeres 

es fiir angebracht hielt , die bis dahin nur einem begrenzten Kreise hoher Offiziere bekannt gewordenen und 
bei ihnen 

sicherlich weithin langst vergessenen [ ? ] mUndlichen Richtlinien Hitlers in schriftliche Form zu fassen... 
und sie zu einem konkreten Befehl fur die Truppe zu machen . “ Warlimont erwahnt dann seinen 
Randvermerk zum Entwurf Mullers : , Es bleibt zu priifen , ob schriftlicher ErlaB dieser Art erforderlich ist 

. 704 Wie grog die “Peinlichkeit “Warlimonts , der von dem IMT zu einer 

lebenslanglichen Freiheitsstrafe verurteilt wurde , in Wirklichkeit war , kann mit einem Fragezeichen 
versehen 

werden . Wahrscheinlich wollte sich Warlimont seiner eigenen Verantwortung entziehen und eine solche nur 
bei Keitel , Jodl , Brauchitsch und Halder 

belassen . ( Es erweckt Erstaunen , daf& Joachim Fest in seinem Video ,, 

Operation Walktre “ ausgerechnet Warlimont das Wort zum Epilog erteilt. Die Manner des 20 . Juli hatten 
einen wurdigeren Sprecher verdient . ) Dartiber hinaus — wenn die héchste Fuhrung verlangte , daB der 
Kommissarbefehl vollzogen werde , war ein schriftlicher Befehl eben unerlaBlich . Auf das hin und her 
zwischen OKW und OKW von verschiedenen Entwirfen 

erbrigt es sich hier einzugehen , von Interesse ist lediglich eine handschriftliche Anmerkung Jodls , der 
Entwurf 

musse noch einmal dem Fuhrer vorgetragen werden und sein Zusatz : ,, Mit der 

Vergeltung gegen deutsche Flieger mUssen wir rechnen , man zieht daher die ganze Aktion am besten 

als Vergeltung auf . 

“ Streit flugt hinzu , daB Jodls Bemerkung deutlicher Ansicht, daB er sich des 


vélkerrechtswidrigen Charaktere des Befehls bewuBt war, 
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and of his personal approval only provided some mysterious wording could be 


added. 


The final wording 


The ‘Commissar Order’ was given its final wording at OKH on 6 June 1941 and 
distributed in 340 copies to the commanders, down to division level: 


In the fight against Bolshevism, the enemy is not expected to act in accor- 
dance with conventions of humanity and international law. 
The troops must remain conscious: 


1. In this struggle, forbearance and observation of international law 
towards these elements is out of place. They are a danger for our security 
and the peaceful administration of conquered territory. 


2. The Commissars are the creators of barbaric and Asiatic combat 
methods. They must be dispensed with immediately and with utmost 
severity. The troops must be given to understand that any mercy shown to 
commissars endangers their security and the peaceful administration of 
conquered territory. Therefore, when captured during battle or when 
resisting capture, commissars must be executed immediately. Commis- 
sars are not recognised as soldiers. International law concerning prisoners- 
of-war is not applicable to them. They will be separated from other pris- 
oners and liquidated.” 


The remainder of the document contained detailed instructions of the proce- 
dures under which the order was to be executed. It required regular reports, about 
the number of Commissars shot, to be sent to OKW. Some corps and divisions sent 
daily reports, others lumped them together in communications at intervals of two 
weeks, 


The order was signed by Generalleutnant Eugen Miller and counter-signed 
by his adc Major Bernhard Bechler. Bechler told Rees that he was “very proud to 
have his name appearing on an order. At that time, victory was obvious. And had 
we won, everything would have been fine.” In a later part of the movie “War of 
the Century’, Bechler boasted of his heroic hand-to-hand fighting at Stalingrad, 
before being taken prisoner. Bechler was careful not to tell Rees anything about 
his later life. In captivity, Bechler joined the BDO and immediately spied on his 
comrades. After his liberation, he became the first minister of the interior of the 
Eastern German province of Brandenburg. He was then taken into the NVA as a 
Generalmajor, registered as an informer (JM) with the East German secret police, 
the Stasi, and denounced his superiors. When his wife was arrested, he repudiated 
her in a public statement, obtained a quick divorce and married a communist 
functionary. After the re-unification of Germany, his first wife published her 
story. 
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Heinrich Gerlach , daB in der Zeitung des BDO ein ganzseitiger Bericht , laut dem Bechler allein die 
Ubergabe von Graudenz erreicht hatte , mit einem Brustbild Bechlers in GroRformat erschien . ,, Major 
Bernhard Bechler zog als einziger aus dem Lager Lunjowo siegreich mit der Roten Armee nach Deutschland 
hinein . “ Die Erwahnung barbarisch - asiatischer Kampfmethoden, die in vielen spateren Hetzaufrufen der 
Generale betont wird , kann Erstaunen erwecken , weil Deutschlands starkster VerbUndeter Japan war . Wie 
man in Japan auf diese spateren Hetzaufrufen der Generale betont wird , kann Erstaunen erwecken , weil 
Deutschlands starkster VerbUndeter Japan war . Wie man in Japan auf diese Bezeichnung reagierte , ist 
nicht Uberliefert . Daruber hinaus waren nur 25 % der Bevélkerung der Sowjetunion asiatischen Ursprungs . 
Das IMT bezeichnete den Kommissarbefehl als ,, offenbar einen der éswilligsten, verwerflichsten und 
verbrecherischsten Anordnungen , die je von einer Armee ausgegeben worden sind . “ 709 Die Betonung 
liegt auf dem Wort , Armee “ , weil der Befehl vom OKH erlassen wurde , im Dritten Reich gab es weitaus 
schlimmere Befehle . Man braucht nur an den Barbarossa - Befehl und den Euthanasie - Befehl , der die 
Grundlage fur die industrielle Vernichtung der Juden in den Tétungslagern war , zu erinnern . 


Der Ablauf Der Befehl wurde zunachst ausgefthrt . Bereits frihzeitig meldeten eine Zunehmende Anzahl 
von Generalen Bedenken an , die ausschlieBlich die militarische Wirksamkeit in Frage stellten . Man wird 
den Generalen zubilligen , daB Hitler flr keine menschliche Argumente 

ansprechbar war und daB man ihn nur mit militarischen Gesichtspunkten 

beeindrucken konnie . Bereits am 23 . September 1941 richtete General Muller ein Schreiben an das OKW , 
in dem er bat , die Durchfiihrung des Befehls in der bisherigen Form , im Hinterblick auf die Entwicklung der 
Lage zu Uberprufen : ,, Zur Zeit ist es so , da der 
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The commissar is aware that ‘death waits for him’ if he is captured. There- 
fore many continue to resist until the very end and order their troops to 
do likewise. In the present situation there are signs of relaxation of the will 
to fight on, by the Russian soldier. Should the ‘Commissar Order’ be 
suspended, further desperate resistance may become increasingly para- 
lysed. This will spare us many casualties. Perhaps we should strive instead 
for greater efforts of propaganda. The Commander in Chief of the Army 
shares these views, which have been presented to him. He feels that they 
deserve careful attention and that a review of the treatment of captured 
commissars must now be considered.” 


Jodl gave a hand-written reply on the back page of Miiller’s note: “The Fihrer 
has taken note of the proposals and declines any change in the treatment of 
captured commissars.”° 

The increasing strength of Soviet resistance was obviously not as a result of 
orders issued by the commissars. The expected Blitzkrieg had never materialised. 
Many Russian commanders felt increasingly that the Germans had finally found 
their masters. Doubts about the value of the ‘Commissar Order’ had set in at an 
early date. Even by 2 July 1941, when the Wehrmacht still felt confident of its 
success, Generalleutnant Kurt Brennecke, chief-of-staff of Army Group North, 
instructed the chief-of-staff of Panzergruppe 4: “I deem it necessary to destroy the 
OKH order, to avoid it falling into enemy hands and being used as propaganda 
against us.”** 

On 14 August 1941, Panzergruppe 3 raised objections: 


The treatment of captured commissars has become known to the Russians 
and led to increased resistance. It would have been preferable to have 
commissars executed far back in the rear area. Most captured Red Army offi- 
cers and soldiers say that they are aware of the special treatment of captured 
commissars. They had obtained extensive knowledge from captured docu- 
ments, and from commissars who had succeeded in escaping after capture.” 


On 17 September 1941, General der Panzertruppe Rudolf Schmidr, 
commander of XXXIX Corps lodged a particularly strong protest with 16h Army, 
under Busch: 


The campaign in the East has shown that the Bolshevist resistance by far 
exceeds all our expectations. The Red Army has a corps of younger offi- 
cers and non-commissioned officers who have shown ample evidence that 
they can keep its troops together, both in attack and in defence. 

The pre-Revolutionary leadership has emigrated, but the younger 
intelligentsia and the working class are committed communists. Every 
attempt of an overthrow of the regime has always been ‘nipped in the bud’ 
with brutal force. It was nonsensical on our part to imagine that the war 
could lead to a revolution against the Soviet system. We can daily see that 
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that the commissars continue to fight because they know that we will 
shoot them on capture. Such feelings will increase as the war progresses. 
The Russian people are not given any idea about our future intentions for 
them. 

As a first step, the ‘Commissar Order’ must be cancelled forthwith. 
As long as the commissars defend themselves against certain death, they 
will stick together. Even our threats are sufficient to weld them together. 
If a commissar knows that he can save his life by deserting, the general 
‘will-to-resist’ may become more relaxed. In a broader perspective, it is of 
paramount importance to show the Russian people a positive future.® 





Only General Schmidt showed some political vision. The other protests were 
motivated solely by the strong resistance of the Red Army and fears that the 
Russians would obtain knowledge of the ‘Commissar Order’. Yet, in spite of his 
protest, General Schmidt complied with the order. In his list, Streit shows that 
20th Panzer Division reported to Schmidt’s XXXIX Corps that it had executed 
twenty, up to 5 July. He quotes reports from other Divisions of the Corps about 
the execution of commissars during the first two days of the campaign. 

By the end of winter 1941, the number of Russian prisoners-of-war decreased 
drastically and few more commissars were captured. Hitler could now be 
convinced that the ‘Commissar Order’ had missed its purpose. On 6 May 1942, he 
decided to suspend it, “in order to strengthen the wish of the Russian soldiers to 
surrender or to defect. For this purpose, an attempt should be made to show to the 
commissars that they can perhaps save their lives.”®' The ‘suspension’, in fact the 
repeal of the ‘Commissar Order’, remained in force until Germany’s defeat. 


Excursus: The Commissars in the 
Red Army — German ignorance and reality 


German ignorance 


During the Second World War, the Germans were undisputed masters at issuing 
orders in total ignorance of their background. No German General, regardless of 
his attitude to the ‘Commissar Order’, had the slightest inkling of what a 
Commissar was, what his functions were, or what he represented. No one had ever 
attempted to acquaint himself with the many facets of the Soviet system. It was 
easier to rely on Hitler's speech of 30 March 1941 and the description of the 
commissar in the ‘Commissar Order’. Manstein shared that ignorance, his stut- 
tering defence at his trial gave ample evidence. 

A general never sees a commissar. He is not present at his capture and the 
‘Commissar Order’ calls for execution immediately after identification. Commis- 
sars were identified by a star, surrounded by a hammer and sickle on their right 
sleeves. As soon as they heard about the ‘Commissar Order’, many commissars 
removed them. Therefore General Miiller was in a rush to write to OKH on 14 July 
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1941: “With the rapid progress of our advance, there is an increasing danger that 


commissars will slip unidentified into prisoner-of-war camps. The Ic have to be 
ordered never to relax in their search for commissars.”™ 


Streit wrote: 


Knowledge of the Commissars was restricted to articles in the NS press 
and the recollection of some former Freikorps soldiers. Significantly, not a 
single document in the files of the authorities that participated in the 
drawing up of the ‘Commissar Order’, mentioned any effort to obtain a 
reliable view of the Commissar institution. Neither the military nor the 
political leadership had any interest in such research.” 


The ‘knowledge’ that was imparted to the soldiers is shown in circular Nr. 116 


to the troops (Mitteilung an die Truppe) of June 1941: 


Everybody knows what a Bolshevist is if he has looked at the face of a Red 
Commissar. No theoretical explanations are necessary. It would be an 
insult to animals if the facial traits of these slave-drivers of men, many of 
whom are of Jewish origin, were to be described as animal. They embody 
the inferno and the personified hatred of noble humanity. The Commis- 
sars personify the mad hatred of the sub-human against noble blood. The 
masses whom they drive to death with all their means of ice-cold terror 
and stupid indoctrination could have led to the end of all meaningful life, 
if they had not been halted at the last moment.” 


Friedrich gave the text of leaflets that German planes dropped behind the 


Russian lines, with appeals to murder Commissars: 


Kill the executioners and the Commissars, don’t believe your swindlers 
and your political leaders. Cross the lines and come over to us. Kill all 
Commissars and all Jews. They are your misfortune. 


Turn your bayonets around and join us in our fight against the cursed 
Jewish Commissars. Transform the Red Army into a genuine Russian 
Army. Then you will have peace, liberty, bread and your own country. 


Beat the Jewish Commissar. His mug (Frese) longs for a brick. Beat the 
Jews! Beat the executioners, the Commissars. Don’t believe your fraudu- 
lent leaders. Kill all Commissars and Jews. They are your misfortune and 
your destruction. Come over to us. 


Friedrich added the ironic comment: “The Wehrmachtwas apparently looking 


for accomplices. The main purpose for killing Commissars and Jews is to liberate 
the Russian people from their slave-drivers.” 


Messerschmidt quoted the text of another circular to the German troops, 


Mitteilung an die Truppe Nr. 115 
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“This is the face of Bolshevism”. “We all know what Bolshevism looks like. 
It has joined hands with nihilism, which has always been part of the 
Russian soul. Nihilism includes the Latin word ‘nihil’, that is ‘nothing’. It 
means that the nihilist believes in nothing, that he feels no bond to 
anything and that he is not committed to any value. Nihilism is a state of 
total moral exhaustion. It shows a brittle character, rotten to the very core. 
Russian-Jewish Bolshevism is built upon the destruction of all moral 
values.” 


Messerschmidt added a comment: 


Just as National-Socialism was never able to engage in a serious and scien- 
tific confrontation with Marxism, Wehrmacht propaganda was satisfied 
with presenting the soldiers with a bogey-man against whom any means 
of destruction had to be used.” 


The historian Hans-Alfred Jacobsen emphasised that 


the ‘Commissar Order’ cannot be treated in an isolated manner. It is part 
of the total context of the political intentions of the NS-leadership and its 
orders of political, economical and military content, in particular the ones 
concerning the annihilation of parts of the Russian population. 





Reality 


Military commissars have existed in a number of armies over the centuries, in civil 
wars or in territories recently conquered where the situation lacked security. The 
French Army of the Revolution had introduced commissars by a decree of the 
Convenant of 15 December 1792. On 14 December 1900, 1,900 commissars 
were appointed in the Russian Imperial Army in Manchuria, after that territory 
was incorporated in the Tsarist Empire. They were temporary institutions, and 
were removed as soon as the situation became stabilised. In the Red Army, a totally 
politicised body, they remained a permanent feature until 1942. 

The word ‘commissar’ was surrounded by an aura of mystique in Soviet 
vocabulary. The first government Ministers were called ‘People’s Commissars’ and 
political commissars were found at all levels of society. The creation of the Red 
Army in 1917, was accompanied by the setting up of a ‘Department for Organisa- 
tion and Agitation’ within the ‘All-Russian Committee for Organisation and 
Formation of the Red Army.’ The Committee was soon renamed ‘Department for 
Agitation and Instruction.’ The members of the Committee, both men and 
women, were first named ‘political commissars.’ In April 1918 that was changed to 
‘war commissars.’ 

The first war commissars were appointed during the Civil War. Trotsky was 
the first Commander in Chief of the Red Army and understood quickly that he 
could not do without officers recruited from the former Tsarist forces. Since he 
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Jan Gamarnik , zum Opfer , welcher Selbstmord beging , als er verhaftet werden 
sollte . 


Am 11. Mai 1937 wurde die Institution der Kriegskommissare wieder eingefuhrt 

und in einer fiir sowjetische Verhaltnisse unUblichen Weise bekanntgegeben . Es gab keinen formellen 
BeschluB des Zentralkomitees oder der Regierung , der 

ublicherweise auf der ersten Seite der Zeitungen mitgeteilt wurde , sondern auf der letzten Seite der Prawda 
vom 11 . Mai 1937 fand sich unter der Uberschrift ,, Im Volkskommissariat fiir Verteidigung “ eine kurze 
Mitteilung : , Es wurde durch eine Verordnung der Regierung als notwendig anerkannt , in den Wehrkreisen 
der Kriegsrate und in den Militareinheiten die Institution 

der Kriegskommissare zu bilden . “ Gamarniks Nachfolger Smirnow wurde abgesetzt und ein Jahr spater 
erschossen. Sein Nachfolger wurde Lew Mechlis 
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Commissar of the first rank and immediately instituted a regime of total terror in a 
terror regime. 

After the war against Finland, during the winter of 1940/41, the authority of the 
commnissars was partly curtailed and their counter-signature on orders of commanders 
no longer required. The commissar was now the deputy of commanders at all levels, 
without having the right to intervene in military decisions of the commanders. 
Commissars were now attached to every Red Army unit, down to and including 
company level. The company commissar was called politruk, commissars, above 
company level and up to divisions, were simply named ‘commissars.’ At Army and 
‘front’ levels, several commissars were grouped into ‘war directorates’. The head of a 
directorate was often a high ranking political personality. During the war, Krushchev, 
Zhdanov and Bulganin headed directorates and were given temporary military ranks. 
Krushchev was made a Lieutenant-General. 

Since the politruks had not been mentioned in the ‘Commissar Order’, an 
Army Group commander asked OKH if politruks were to be considered as being 
commissars. General Miiller did not know what a politruk was. On 18 August 
1941, he asked OKW for clarification. OKW replied on August 18, “Political assis- 
tants at company level, politruks, are political commissars and have to be treated in 
conformity with the ‘Commissar Order.” 

After the Russian victory at Moscow, the prestige of the Russian Generals 
increased rapidly. On 9 October 1942, the War Commissar Institution was abol- 
ished, only the directorates at Army and Front level were maintained. The former 
war commissars were integrated as regular officers into the Army and acted as aides 
of the commanders in matters of ideology and politics. At times, they were given 
minor assignments, such as the distribution of party literature or procurement of 
suitable clothing. 

The commissar can be defined as a Red Army officer who had gone through 
the normal military training, and who was given both command authority and 
entrusted with propaganda and political supervision. They were certainly soldiers. 
One of Manstein’s arguments in his defence was that commissars were not soldiers. 
Marshal Konev had begun his military career as a commissar. Marshal Meretskov 
had also served as commissar. 


The ‘Commissar Order’ at 
Army Group North 


Manstein’s commanders 


At the beginning of the war against Russia, Army Group North was commanded 
by Feldmarschall Ritter von Leeb. It consisted of 16th Army, under Generaloberst 
Busch, 18th Army, under Generaloberst von Kiichler, and Panzergruppe 4, under 
Generaloberst Hoepner. Panzergruppe 4 consisted of Manstein’s LVI motorized 
Corps and Reinhardt’s XLI motorized Corps. Busch’s bungled leadership soon 
endangered 16th Army and Manstein had to come to his rescue. He had to halt the 
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advance of his Corps and was transferred to 16th Army, under which he remained 
until he took over 11th Army in the South. 


Feldmarschall Wilhelm, Ritter von Leeb 


Leeb was number five on the army’s seniority list. He had been retired from active 
service during the Revirement with simultaneous promotion to Generaloberst. 
During the Sudeten crisis, he was reactivated and given command of 12th Army, 
with Manstein as his chief-of-staff. After the Munich agreement, he was once more 
retired. When the war broke out, he was reactivated and given command of Army 
Group C in the West. After the victory over France he was promoted to 
Feldmarschall. On 16 January 1942, he requested to be relieved from his command 
of Army Group North and was succeeded by Kiichler. He saw no more active 
service during the remainder of the war. 

When Leeb received communication of the ‘Commissar Order’ he is reported 
to have requested his chief-of-staff, Generalleutnant Kurt Brennecke, to inform the 
Commanders of all units of his Army Group, that he opposed the order and that he 
was not going to control its execution.” The officer, who kept the war diary of 
Army Group North, added that he had listened in on a conversation over the 
phone between Leeb and Kiichler. During it, Leeb said that he could not stop the 
order, but that he recommended simply boycotting its execution.”! 

As in many German post-war statements, some elements of ambiguity remain. 
Already on 18 June 1941, four days before the outbreak of hostilities in the East, 
Army Group’s Ic/AO, the staff officer under the Ic, responsible for enemy intelli- 
gence, Major Walter Heinemeyer, issued an order: “The Russian commissars are 
known, and have to be quickly disposed of. Police have a liaison officer at Ic, polit- 
ical commissars are to be handed over to him.””* To whom were the commissars 
known? Certainly not to the German Generals, who knew nothing about them, 
apart from the wording of the ‘Commissar Order’. The police liaison officer was no 
less ignorant, since no German institution had ever attempted to gain knowledge 
or understanding of any Soviet institution. 

In a letter to Panzergruppe 4 of 1 July 1941, Brennecke wrote: “ Give instruc- 
tions to your troops, that prisoners already incorporated into working units, may 
not be shot ata later date.””’ If executions at a later date are prohibited, prior execu- 
tions had obviously occurred. Furthermore, if the ‘Commissar Order’ was to be 
boycotted, why was it necessary to forbid the later shooting of men who, according 
to the general’s statements, were never intended to be shot? When Brennecke was 
questioned by the IMT about this order, he found only a lame reply: “Perhaps 
there was a special case that I can’t remember.””* ‘Special case’ and ‘absence of 
recollection’ were standard arguments in defence statements by German generals. 

Ritter von Leeb was certainly not a contemptible man. He had knowledge of 
crimes committed in the areas under his command, but he was also known to have 
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done his best to prevent them. He never made it easy for himself, in the end he 
requested to be relieved from his post. 


Generaloberst Erich Hoepner 


History will record Hoepner as a somewhat puzzling personality. In 1938, he was 
part of Halder’s plans for a coup d état attempt. In the war against France, he 
showed himself a rousing and successful Panzer Commander and was called ‘dare- 
devil’ Hoepner. At the onset of the war against Russia, he was the commander who 
issued the most inflammatory hate appeals against Bolshevists and Jews. The 
commander of Finsategruppe A, Dr Walther Stahlecker, emphasised “his very 
close, even heartfelt co-operation with Hoepner’s army”.” Krausnick felt that it 
need not signify Hoepner’s approval of the murders committed by the 
Einsategruppe.”© However, one may ask what else ‘heartfelt co-operation’ could 
mean, since every Einsatzgruppe was only concerned with mass murders of inno- 
cent people. During the winter of 1941/42, Hoepner was cashiered from the Army 
for contravention of Hitler’s stay-put order. He was forbidden to wear uniform. 

On 20 July 1944, Hoepner was made Commander of the Ersatzheer, after 
Fromm had been put under arrest by the conspirators. Then he simply wasted 
time. When urgency was needed, he requested a written order, in due military 
form, to confirm the appointment to his new command. Thereafter, Hoepner 
engaged in meaningless phone calls with the commanders of the Wehrkreise. When 
they told him that Keitel had informed them that Hitler had remained unscathed 
by the bomb, he told them to obey orders from Keitel. After the failure of the 
putsch, he assumed responsibility for his actions. Fromm, who had been a close 
friend of his over many years, offered him the possibility of committing suicide. 
Hoepner declined. At his trial, Freisler showered him with insults and he was 
hanged, two hours after the death sentence was passed on him. 

Hoepner’s Ic, Captain Robert Bruns, recalled that Hoepner, after receiving 
the ‘Commissar Order’, made a disgusted gesture with his hand, left the room, and 
left it to Bruns to read out the text of the order.” Hoepner’s adc, Lieutenant 
Werner Bothe, had a somewhat different account. He wrote that Hoepner received 
the order a few days ahead of the German attack at Allenstein, in East Prussia, and 
that he had ordered Bothe to read out the text to his officers. According to Bothe, 
Hoepner then said: “You have listened to this, but mark my words, where | 
command, no prisoner-of-war will be executed.””* Such words notwithstanding, 
Hoepner showed himself again a dare-devil in the execution of the “Commissar 
Order’. On 17 July 1941, Bothe reported to General Miiller, through the channel 
of Army Group North: “Up to 101 commissars shot.””” On 22 July, Bothe cabled 
Reinhardt: “Political commissars. Report immediately about the execution of he 
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‘Commissar Order’ during the period 22 June—19 July. Exact figures have to be 
added. Next report to be sent on 3 August, again with exact figures.” 

Streit’s table shows that the ‘Commissar Order’ was executed with particular 
diligence at Hoepner’s Panzergruppe. Between 2 July and 8 July 1941, it reported 
101 executions. However, only four took place at Manstein’s Corps, the remainder 
occurred with Reinhardt.*' Regardless of how unreliable the figures may have been, 
such a discrepancy does not arise fortuitously. Obviously, Manstein had been able 
to convey to his subordinates his opposition to the ‘Commissar Order’, in a partic- 
ularly strong manner, and had obtained their adherence to his views. 


Army Group North and the ‘Commissar 
Order’ before the IMT, case 12 


Case 12 was not confined to Army Group North, and the ‘Commissar-Order’ was 
only one point of the indictment. Ritter von Leeb was the senior indicted officer 
and became the unofficial spokesman for all the accused. Dr Laternser and his team 
of defence lawyers had agreed upon a common strategy on all charges. With regard 
to the ‘Commissar order’, it was rendered ineffective by a conspiracy of all generals. 
All figures about the executions of commissars were fictitious, and had the sole 
purpose of deceiving Hitler. This strategy was soon shown to be untenable. Had all 
generals been willing or able to form a joint conspiracy against Hitler, there would 
not have been a world war. The IMT rejected the contention out of hand and 
stated in its verdict: 


The order has been carried out throughout the army. Some contend that, 
on occasions, inflated or totally fictitious statistics about the number of 
assassinated political officials were reported. The hard and undeniable 
fact remains that many were executed in cold blood, in violation of rules 
of war and humanity.” 


At times, the questioning of Leeb turned close to grotesque. The judges were 
clearly impressed by his personality. Leeb was a Bavarian, but in his appearance and 
his bearing he was close to the prototype of a Prussian Feldmarschall of times gone 
by. All the judges knew of his career. As a young lieutenant of 24, he was part of the 
German contingent that in 1900 repressed the Boxer uprising in China. In 1938, 
he published his classic book about defence (Die Abwehr) which was part of the 
curriculum of military academies in a number of countries. Professor Yehuda 
Wallach told Georg Meyer that Leeb’s book was part of his teaching of Israeli 
infantry officers in military history and tactics.” 

The judges had already received copies of many of Leeb’s memoranda, in 
which he warned against a war of aggression. They also had a written record of 
Leeb’s last talk over the phone with Hitler, when he requested his relief from duty. 
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Leeb had said to Hitler: “There is a responsibility which I have to bear alone. Above 


all, | am responsible to the Lord and to my conscience.”™ 

On the other side, some statements by Leeb sounded disconcerting, to the 
extent that the judges treated them with scorn. In some instances, this was unfair. 
Leeb had pleaded his ignorance of a number of actions charged to him in the 
indictment. He had said that he was not informed of the death by malnutrition 
and bad treatment of prisoners-of-war, since such information rested with the 
quartermasters of the armies in his Army Group. The tribunal commented: “It was 
an incredible and shameful attempt to pass on responsibility to his subordinates.”*° 
However, it had overlooked that the relatively small staff of aGerman Army Group 
had no quartermaster of its own, and was therefore dependent on information 
obtained from the much larger staffs of its armies. 

In accordance with the agreement reached between the accused and their team 
of lawyers, faked reports became the core of Leeb’s defence against the charge of 
compliance with the ‘Commissar Order.’ Leeb stated that, given the number of 
Russian prisoners, the reports had shown figures of commissars shot were far too 
low. That was hardly logical. If reports were faked, in order to make it appear that 
the generals had complied with the order, the figures would have had to be 
increased, not reduced. That point led to the following exchange between Leeb and 


the prosecution. 


Q: Your statement results in the hypothesis that the Commissars were first 
identified and then purposely spared. Is this your contention? 


A: Yes. Anyway, they were not executed, neither those who were identified and of 
course also those who were not identified. 


Q: In other terms, the order was never carried out? 
A: I hope so.”*° 


“I hope so” shows that Leeb already had doubts about the strategy of faked 
numbers. Leeb then stated that all reports from his Army Group were sent to 
OKH. This led to ironical questions by the prosecution in its cross-examination. 


Q: Since you state that your Army Group sabotaged the order, OKWand OKH 
must have been aware of this. 


A: I have no idea what OKWand OKH thought. 


Q: This was obviously a poor attempt of sabotage, would you not agree? If you 
transmitted reports, with the intention of deceiving you superiors, and on purpose 
reported a low number of Commissars, do you expect the court to believe that you 


engaged in sabotage?” 
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With his mention of OKH, Leeb made it necessary for the court to call Halder. 
As chief of the Generalstab, Halder was one step closer to the ‘throne’ than Leeb. 
Halder stood in special ‘good grace’ with the Americans, who, already in 1946, had 
appointed him as head of a research group of 150 German officers, who were 
employed by the History Division of the US Army. Halder’s work continued until 
1961 and he was awarded the American ‘Meritorious Civilian Service Award.’ 
Since he now had to be called, he appeared officially as witness for the prosecution. 

In his testimony, Halder referred to Brauchitsch’s directive about the ‘incon- 
spicuous’ shooting of commissars. He stated that commissars were not to be shot 
immediately upon capture, but only after a thorough questioning. Thus, the 
commissars could never have known about their future fate. Halder failed to realise 
that his statement placed the responsibility of the executions straight on the higher 
commanders, who had conducted the ‘thorough examination’. If commissars were 
not shot immediately upon capture, their execution did not take place in compli- 
ance with the ‘Commissar Order’, but after order by the high commander in every 
instance. Friedrich comments ironically: “Thus the commissars had the privilege of 
meeting a lawful death in their prison camps.”* The tribunal found it difficult to 
follow Halder’s reasoning: 


Q: Do you really intend to imply that this was a weakening of the ‘Commissar 
Order’? 


A: The Commander in Chief of the Army had ordered that the execution of 
commissars had to take place outside the combat zone, after quiet reflection, and 
no longer influenced by the anger of the preceding fighting. It meant that we had 
been able to assemble deserters in an orderly fashion. 


Q: I fail to understand you. At first, you want to convince us that the “Commissar 
Order’ was never carried out. Now, you suddenly state that you wanted to obtain a 
repeal of the order, because it prevented Russian soldiers from surrendering or 
from deserting into the German lines. How could Russian soldiers be aware of an 
order that was never carried out?” 


The questionings became increasingly confused. Leeb’s Ic, Major Karl-Friedrich 
Jessel, stated that he himself had inserted the faked numbers in Army Group’s 
reports, after agreeing upon them with the staff officers of the armies and the 


Panzergruppe. 


Q: What sense did it make to bother the armies with such nonsense? Why did you 
not simply invent the numbers? 


A: This could have spelled great trouble for the armies, since there were OKH 
liaison officers at their staffs, If the numbers reported were contradictory, it would 
be reported to Hitler and the commanders could have found themselves in a most 
uncomfortable position. 


Q: You imply that OXH spied upon the commanders? 
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A: No, certainly not, this is not what I intended to express. There was never any 
spying by OKH. But contradictions could arise, if Army Group reported one 
number and an Army another. Therefore prior agreement was required.” 


Gersdorff likewise appeared for the defence. When the ‘Commissar Order’ 
was distributed, he was Ic/AO at Army Group Centre and had made a formal entry 
of protest into Army Group’s war diary under his personal signature. In 1945, he 
had been promoted to Generalmajor. He testified: 


Hitler was never able to control the execution of the order. Apart from our moral 
objections, we feared that it would increase the Russian will of resistance. Around 
5,000 Russians deserted monthly to Army Group Centre. The Russians tried to 
prevent this by drastic means and propaganda slogans that all prisoners-of-war 
would be executed. Recall that a Commissar asked me during his questioning 
when he would be shot. 


Q: Was this not their usual destiny? 
A: No, this was just a propaganda slogan.” 


To define the ‘Commissar Order’ as a propaganda slogan was more than a bit 
thick. 

Gersdorff wrote in his memoirs in 1977, the ‘Commissar Order’ was no longer 
a propaganda slogan, but new contradictions appeared: 


The ‘Commissar Order’ was seldom carried out. I have been able to save the 
lives of a number of high-ranking commissars, who had to be brought to 
Army Group’s staff for questioning. We asked them to remove their 
insignia, in order to be able to treat them as ordinary prisoners-of-war. 
Unfortunately, many were denounced by their own comrades in prison 
camps. Executions at the front occurred mainly in instances when German 
soldiers had come across mutilated bodies of their fallen comrades. The 
commissars were highly popular with their fellow soldiers and were looked 
upon as being the ‘mother’ of the company. They had every reason to fight 
desperately, since they preferred to die in combat, rather than being shot 


after capture. 


If the ‘Commissar Order’ was only seldom carried out, why did all commissars 
choose to fight desperately? And if they were highly popular with their fellow 
soldiers, why were they denounced by them? 

At the end, respect for Ritter von Leeb prevailed. He was acquitted of the 
charge of compliance with the ‘Commissar Order’, the court agreed to his conten- 
tion that he had objected to it in every possible manner.” He was only sentenced 
for having communicated the Barbarossa Order. That communication to his 
Armies was recorded in Army Group’s war diary. 
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However, the tribunal found that this point had to be seen against Leeb’s 
many positive actions. There was no doubt that Ritter von Leeb had never been a 
National-Socialist. When Hitler was appointed Chancellor, Leeb is on record for 
having said: “A salesman, who has good merchandise, does not have to praise it 
with the shouts of a vendor at a street market.””* The IMT stated in its conclusions: 


Ritter von Leeb was not a supporter of National-Socialism nor of its 
doctrines. He was the commander of hundreds of thousands of men in a 
campaign of gigantic proportions and responsible for the well being of the 
civilian population in the very large areas under his control. It is signifi- 
cant that the prosecution could not produce a single criminal order under 
his signature or with any sign of approval by him.” 


Leeb was sentenced to three years, the most lenient sentence of imprisonment 
ever handed down by the IMT. His years as a prisoner-of-war were set off against 
the verdict and Leeb left the courthouse as a free man. His successor as commander 
in chief of Army Group North, von Kiichler, was sentenced to twenty years. 


Manstein — the ‘inverted chain of 
command’ and his defence at his trial 


The ‘inverted chain of command’ 


“I was compelled to tell my superiors that the ‘Commissar Order’ would not be 
complied with in my corps.””* Thus Manstein wrote in Verlorene Siege about his 
reaction to the ‘Commissar Order’. Manstein said he had communicated his disap- 
proval of the ‘Commissar Order’ up the chain of command to his two superior 
commanders, Leeb and Hoepner. This was not required, since both had already 
communicated their opinion to him. Friedrich, who seldom missed an opportu- 
nity to make sarcastic comments about Manstein’s vanity, wrote: “They did not 
inform him, he informed them. This is how he liked to see himself.””” 

Manstein wrote further that ‘it was obvious that all my superiors shared my 
views’.”* This was however far from obvious. While Ritter von Leeb and Hoepner 
had similar opinions, the latter at least until the beginning of the campaign, it 
cannot be assumed as a foregone conclusion with Busch. But, regardless of the 
absence of intellectual and moral level with Busch, he must have had enough 
understanding that there was some danger in engaging in an open dispute with 
Manstein. Therefore he was probably well advised to take note of Manstein’s 
communication without replying. 

It would have been more interesting to know exactly what Manstein told his 
subordinates, however he does not mention it. There is no reason to doubt that he 
was firm in his opposition to the order, when communicating it to them. Paget 
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contributes yet another piece of nonsense. He wrote that Manstein had, at first, 
decided to conceal the ‘Commissar Order’ from his division commanders. But his 
Ia, Major Dethleffsen, had warned him that the divisions cold obtain knowledge 
from other sources.” There was however no need to obtain knowledge that was 
already available at all divisions, since Manstein’s predecessor, Ritter von Schobert, 
had communicated the order to them, and he ordered ruthless compliance. 
Furthermore, if one wants to tell commanders that one does not wish for their 
compliance with an order, the order in question must obviously be known to them. 
Manstein told Paget, that his Division Commanders unanimously shared his 
views.’ Such unanimity may be seriously doubted. One of his Divisions was the 
Waffen-SS Totenkopf Division, which was commanded by the infamous SS- 
Gruppenfiihrer Theodor Eicke. 

After the First World War, Eicke could never find stable employment. He tried 
several times to join the police but was always sacked after stints of a few months. 
After the Nazis came to power, Eicke was the first commander of the Dachau 
concentration camp. Later he became head of the central organisation of all concen- 
tration camps. During the war in France, the Totenkopf Divisions had committed 
many war crimes. One of its companies, commanded by SS-Obersturmfiihrer Fritz 
Knéchlein, had ordered the summary shooting of 100 British prisoners-of-war. 
Knéchlein was sentenced to death by the British after the war and hanged.’ It is 
somewhat hard to imagine Eicke agreeing to arguments based on ethics, however he 
would certainly not have dared to contradict Manstein to his face. Had he done so, it 
is easy to imagine Manstein’s reaction. In France, Hoepner had already shouted at 
Eicke that he was not a soldier but a ‘simple butcher’. 

The ‘inverted’ chain of command is probably the key to the unreliable 
numbers. The conspiracy theory can be left aside. A General ‘orders’, he does not 
‘express’ wishes. The authority of his orders goes unchallenged, compliance with 
his wishes remains a decision by his subordinates. Since no General, not even the 
‘flamboyant Manstein”” could order disobedience, he could only express his wish. 
An Army Commander can rely upon his corps commanders, a Corps Commander 
upon the commanders of his divisions. If he does not trust them, he has them 
relieved of duty. The Division Commander communicates the wish from above to 
his regiments, every regiment to its battalions, and the Battalion Commander to 
his companies. With every step downwards, readiness to comply with the wish 
becomes increasingly difficult, since at low levels, convinced National-Socialists 
may report on their commanders. 
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General Hollidt made a convincing statement at his trial before the IMT. 
Manstein described Hollidt as “a man with a firm and serious mind, but at times 
bereft of drive. As a former infantry man, he could at times become depressed 
when hearing about the sufferings endured by the infantry.”"” Hollidt had 
succeeded in convincing the IMT of his opposition to the ‘Commissar Order’. 
When he was asked why he transmitted it, accompanied by a wish, he replied: 
“Had I ordered disobedience to the order, I would have put myself at the mercy 
of all my subordinates.” 

Streit emphasised that non-compliance with the order was only assured at a 
level where all officers involved knew each other so well that they need not fear 
reporting by the fanatics among their comrades. Probably the regiment staff was 
the lowest level where such conviction could be found.’ The wishes of the 
Commanders could take strange formulations. General von Salmuth commanded 
XXXIII Corps in 11th Army. In a performance evaluation, Manstein had rated 
him suitable for command of an Army, but added that he was not a rousing person- 
ality.’ Salmuth testified at his trial: 


I have discussed the ‘Commissar Order’ with my division commanders. I 
told them that I did not wish to see it carried out. I added, it is written 
somewhere in the Bible: “Seek and ye shall find.’ If this is true, the oppo- 
site is likewise true. If you will not seek, you will not find.'” 


The numbers that are finally communicated to OKH start at the lowest level. 
The lieutenant is in command of the execution squad, or the soldier, who takes the 
captured commissar aside and puts a bullet in his head. Friedrich calls him the “sly 
Ulysses, the unknown Wehrmacht soldier.”'** Some number had to be given, no 
report could write “order not executed in compliance with wishes.” But was the 
first number always reliable? In some instances, yes. But in others the lieutenant or 
the soldier may have been too lazy to write an immediate report, but first preferred 
to get drunk. He could easily choose a number at random, since he knew that no 
later control took place. The first individual reports were then added up at the next 
level, and transmitted further, until they reached the division. 

The Division Commander thus received a number of additions from indi- 
vidual reports that he cannot control. The numbers passed on by him to his supe- 
riors depended upon his attitude to the ‘Commissar Order’. If his view was 
positive, he may increase the number, to show at highest level how eager he was to 
comply with a Fiibrer order. If he was opposed to the order, he may decrease the 
numbers and point out that it only resulted in increased strength of resistance by 
the Russians. Since that was indeed the case, the order was repealed, and a 
conspiracy of the generals was never required. 
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Manstein’s defence at his trial 


During the ‘case 12’ trial at the IMT, Manstein was in jail in Britain. The tribunal 
had considered calling him as a witness, but changed its mind and Manstein spent 
only a few days at Nuremberg. Dr Laternser obviously communicated all the 
records to him and told him about the failed strategy of the faked numbers. The 
‘formidably intelligent Manstein’ (Beevor) had undoubtedly recognised this by 
himself. In his own trial, he never reverted to that argument. Neither did Manstein 
repeat Paget’s statement that he had forbidden the execution of the order. 
Manstein was no lawyer, but he was far more intelligent than Paget, and he obvi- 
ously knew that no tribunal would believe such a statement. 

Manstein’s indictment of ‘compliance with the Commissar Order’ was rather 
weak, Manstein had only to thank Paget and himself for having been found guilty. 
A good defence strategy would have been easy. Manstein could state that he had 
immediately recognised that the ‘Commissar Order’ contravened international 
conventions about the conduct of war. He could have added, that it was not in his 
power to forbid its execution, since it was a direct order from Hitler. But he had 
communicated his opposition in unmistakable words to his subordinates. He had 
also done everything in his power to prevent it from being carried out. Manstein 
could likewise have pointed out the small number of commissars shot at LVI Corps 
and 11th Army. He could have emphasised that he could not control every single 
action in the rear areas of his command. Any good lawyer would have advised him 
accordingly, but Manstein did not have a good lawyer. Paget was the head of his 
defence team. 

Manstein held a strong hand, but he did not play his trump cards. Instead, he 
engaged in totally confused and often incoherent declarations. On one occasion it 
led the tribunal to interrupt him and admonish him, and tell him to stop making 
long speeches. 

It cannot be ascertained whether Manstein simply followed Paget's advice, or 
whether he intended to show his own convictions. He had indeed said to Paget on 
their first meeting: 


I am not concerned about what is going to happen to me. My life already 
belongs to the past. My own concern is my personal honour, and the 
honour of the German soldiers, who fought under my command. Your 
soldiers should know well that we fought as gentlemen throughout the war. 
You British have been convinced by Bolshevist propaganda that we acted 
like savages in the East. This is not true. In an unprecedentedly cruel war, 
we have always observed strict discipline and fought like honourable 
soldiers. I shall spare no effort to defend the honour of the German Army.” 


Perhaps Manstein was guided by those thoughts when he formulated his state- 
ments. On the other hand, many of the absurdities advanced by him clearly show 
Paget’s language. Paget repeated them in his book, at times in an even more 
emphatic manner. But he could also have made things easy for himself and simply 
copied the minutes of the Manstein trial. 
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Zu Beginn seiner Verteidigung sah sich Manstein veranlaft , dem Gericht Unterricht zu erteilen : , Da die 
Richter weder das Sowjetsystem aus eigener Erfahrung , noch die sowjetischen Fuhrer , Kommissare oder 
den Russen - Asiaten richtig beurteilen kinnen , miisse das 

Gericht zuerst ein Bild davon bekommen , Uberzeugt davon zu werden , daB die 

Sowjetmethoden die brutalen MaBnahmen deutscher Truppen erzwangen . Das Gericht sei davon zu 
uberzeugen , daB der Krieg im Osten immer ein asiatisches Geprage tragt , dem sich auch ein Gegner nicht 
entziehen kann , ohne Gefahr zu laufen , von vornherein im Nachteil zu sein . . . die daraus 

entstandenen Bedingungen , die 

auf den Methoden des Gegners — verbrannte Erde , GefangenenerschieBungen , Partisanenkrieg - beruhten 
, die gegeben , aber von mir nicht gewollt waren . " 766 


, Von mir nicht gewollt ? “ Plotzlich personifiziert Manstein nicht nur die Armee , sondern alle MaBnahmen 
des Dritten Reiches im Osten und ist sich anscheinend nicht bewuBt , daB er 

damit die Verantwortung ftir den Barbarossa - Befehl Ubernimmt , der die Grausamkeiten des Ostfeldzuges 
erst ermdglichte . Von einer ,, Vergeltung “ beim Barbarossa - Befehl oder beim Kommissarbefehl kann 
naturlich keine Rede sein , beide wurden mehrere Monate vor dem Angriff auf 

die Sowjetunion erlassen . 


Danach Mansteins Verhér , auszugsweise wiedergegeben : 


, Frage : Haben Sie sich nicht als Teil Ihrer Stabsschulung selbst mit der Haager Landkriegsordnung Nr . 4 
vertraut gemacht ? 


Antwort : Der wesentliche Inhalt der Haager Landkriegsordnung ist mir natiirlich bekannt gewesen . Aber im 
ubrigen glaube 

ich , daB jeder anstandige 

Soldat ohnehin weiB , wie er Krieg zu fUhren hat [ ? 
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A: A soldier's honour is a virtue in itself. It is independent from any general 
context. It does not rely on individual talent, nor upon international conventions. I 
am convinced that every soldier knows what a soldier's honour is. It is an ethical 
concept, not a paragraph in some legal book.'"! 

Manstein/Fuchs contend that the defence team was convinced that their 
defence would lead to an acquittal.''? One could reply that Manstein should 
perhaps have been acquitted of the charge relating to the ‘Commissar-Order’. 
However, the line of defence chosen by Paget and himself rendered his sentencing 
unavoidable. 

Manstein’s comments in Verlorene Siege were no less muddled than his testi- 
mony: 


The status of the political Commissars in international law is certainly 
open to doubt. They were certainly not soldiers. Had a Gauleiter been 
attached to me as a political watchdog, I would not have considered him 
as having been a soldier.'” 


Some of Manstein’s confused arguments require comment. 


* The commissar institution was not a novelty when the Hague conventions 
were signed. However, prior to the creation of commissars in the Red Army 
they were only temporary ad hoc institutions and there was no reason for the 
authors of the Hague convention to include them in their text. In defence of 
Manstein, it must however be said, that he could not be expected to search the 
Hague conventions for institutions about which he knew nothing. At his trial, 
it was more difficult for him to plead ignorance, but this would have required 
an effort by Paget to enlighten him about the status and the background of the 
commissar institution. 

*  ‘Soldierly’ is a vague notion, which can be used by anyone according to his 
own concept. However, it must be said again defence of Manstein, that he 
could find no better argument in stating his rejection of the order towards his 
subordinates. 

¢ “The commissars were no soldiers.” How else can officers, who bear military 
uniform and participate in combat, be defined? Paget adds: “What were these 
commissars? The prosecution said that they were part of the Russian armed 
forces. The prosecution never defined them as having been soldiers and, without 
doubt they were never soldiers at all.”''* The contradiction between “part of the 
Russian armed forces” and “they were never soldiers at at all” obviously escaped 
Paget’s logic. Likewise, Paget was unaware that the question, whether the 
commissars were soldiers, was a central argument of the prosecution. “Are you 
really serious in your contention that the commissars were not soldiers?” 

¢ “I was certainly not qualified to judge if my government acted legally or 
illegally.” In other terms, Manstein views the soldier as being above the law. 


111 Trial, page without number. The text of Manstein’s interrogation is likewise repro- 
duced in Manstein/Fuchs, p. 299 ff 

112 Manstein/Fuchs, p. 289. 

113 Verlorene Siege, p. 176 F 

114 Paget, p. 116 


284 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


Not unexpectedly, Paget adds a personal comment and states that Manstein 
was never concerned with legality. This is yet another of Paget’s inventions, 
since Manstein had paid attention to legality on more than one occasion. 
When questioned about the Barbarossa Order he had stated that the 
paragraphs, which rendered German soldiers immune from prosecution for 
crimes committed against civilians, were not illegal, because the speed of the 
German advance would not permit the setting up of military tribunals in 
time.''? Manstein was likewise aware of article 147 in the German Military 
Penal Code that renders any subordinate responsible, for compliance with an 
order from his superior, if he knew that the order covered a deed punishable 
under criminal law. Manstein could only have argued that an order by Hitler 
outranked an article in the penal code. However, he could certainly not say 
that he was not required to pay attention to the law. 

* In Verlorene Siege, Manstein wrote that there could certainly be some doubt 
about the status of the commissars in international law. If anyone had doubts 
about a status in international law, one would have to concern oneself with 
legality. Manstein reached the summit of absurdity when he was questioned 
about the handing over of prisoners to the SD: “There was an order issued by 
OKW to hand over prisoners and this is certainly not illegal. After all, I was 
myself informed by the British, while being a prisoner-of-war, that I was to be 
handed over to the Home Office.”''® 

¢ “An ‘unusual’ ferocity in combat, which is not normal in combat between 
soldiers”. Manstein does not say what ‘normal’ ferocity in combat between 
soldiers means. The ferocious fight in the East resulted from the strength of 
the Red Army. Combats did not become less ferocious after the repeal of the 
‘Commissar Order’. Manstein does not explain what he meant by ‘normal 
ferocity in combat between soldiers’. 

* Manstein’s comparison between the 43 Gauleiters and the tens of thousands of 
commissars is simply laughable. Manstein would have been more logical, had he 
compared the commissars to the NSFO, the Nationalszialitischer 
Fiihrungsoffizier-who were the officers in charge of political indoctrination, and 
who were attached to all Wehrmacht units from battalion upwards in December 
1943. A German draft order, prepared when the NSFO were introduced, stated 
explicitly that the NSFO were the politruks of the Wehrmacht.'"” One can easily 
imagine Manstein’s reaction if the Soviets had issued an order to shoot every 
NSFO upon capture. 

¢ “Every soldier knows what a soldier’s honour is.” At first, Manstein talks about 
the ‘decent soldier’ This is acceptable, but ‘every soldier?’ Were all of the 18 
million German soldiers paragons of virtue? Does a pimp, who dons a military 
uniform, suddenly turn into a man who is permeated by ethics? Pimps and 
other trash exist in every army 

* Finally, Manstein fails to flee that by denying the Commissars soldier's 
status, he aligns himself with the proponents of the ‘Commissar Order.’ 


115 Manstein/Fuchs, p. 289 
116 Trial, p. 2,138 
117 Messerschmidr, p. 450 
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Conclusion: Was Manstein’s 
sentence for compliance with the 
‘Commissar Order’ justified? 


The reply had already been intimated. If it were decided that every general had to 
be sentenced in whose area of command commissars had been executed, no excep- 
tion could be made for Manstein. If individual responsibility is the issue, Manstein 
could have been acquitted. His muddled defence at his trial is not relevant. 
Manstein had not neglected the duties that devolved upon him as Corps and Army 
Commander. The Army commander is vested with territorial authority, responsi- 
bility for prisoners-of-war, and civilians in his area of command. However, he can 
only be held responsible, if illegal intentions are brought to his knowledge in suffi- 
cient time to permit him to prevent them, and he still lets matters take their course. 
There is no evidence that Manstein had advance information of the fate of the 
commissars in the rear of 11th Army. 

After being sentenced, Manstein wrote to Paget: “No one could have defended 
me better than you. My gratitude and my admiration are due to the man who had 
the courage to show past events as they really occurred, and who took a firm posi- 
tion against enemy propaganda, which will soon disappear.” ''® 

For once, Paget was able to find a truthful reply: “As things turned out, 
nothing of what I had done, had been of the slightest use to Manstein.”!"” 


118 Paget, p. 234 fF 
119 Ibid 


Chapter 7 
Manstein and the Holocaust 


| a%, bene was one of the major perpetrators of genocide among German high 
commanders. During the months of his command of 11th Army, 33,000 
Jews were murdered by Ohlendorf’s Einsatzgruppe D, in the southern Ukraine and 
in the Crimea. On 16 April 1942, Einsatzgruppe D reported to the Ic/AO of 11th 
Army: 


The Crimea is free of Jews. (Von Juden ist die Krim freigemacht.) Occa- 
sionally some small groups are still discovered in the North. Wherever 
Jews have been able to hide with forged identity papers, experience has 
shown that they are soon discovered. 


Although the number of victims is confirmed by every work dealing with the 
Holocaust, Paget finds it appropriate to write: “I ‘personally’ do not believe that 
more than 2,000 or 3,000 Jews have been murdered in the Crimea. Naturally this 
is also a heinous crime.”* Paget does not indicate how he arrives at his ‘belief’. 

Many other German generals co-operated actively with the Einsatzgruppen. In 
some instances the number of victims was larger. At the massacre at Babi Yar, in 
which troops of 6th Army participated, more Jews were murdered in a single day 
than during the whole period of Manstein’s command. Given the monstrousness 
of the extermination of Jews, comparisons between figures can be dispensed with. 

However, Manstein was in a unique situation. Other generals, who worked 
hand-in-glove with the Finsatzgruppen were constantly on the move and already 
away from future /udenaktionen, after the ones in which they had ordered their 
troops to participate had come to an end. Many Army commanders were replaced 
at regular intervals. With Manstein, matters were different. After some initial prog- 
ress, his 11th Army had become stuck in the Crimea until July 1942. Manstein 
remained its Commander during an unusually long time. Manstein himself wrote 
that the Crimea was one of the few theatres of operations during the war in the 
East, where an Army could operate independently.” 

Distances between cities in the Crimea were short. What happened in one loca- 
tion became immediately known in the whole peninsula. At the Finsategruppen A, B 
and C, their commanders were frequently replaced. Ohlendorf remained 
commander of Einsategruppe D during the whole time of Manstein’s command of 
11th Army. Ohlendorf could never approach Manstein. It is doubtful if Manstein 
ever saw him, let alone spoke with him. Ohlendorf complained at Nuremberg that 
neither on service matters, nor for a social encounter, Manstein had never invited 
him personally.’ 
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The reports of Einsatzgruppe D were sent to 11th Army’s Ic/AO, Major Hans- 
Wolf Riesen and the Army’s chief-of-staff, Colonel, later Generalmajor, Otto 
Wohler. More documents about 11th Army’s co-operation with the 
Einsatzgruppen are available in the German military archives than for any other 
German Army. In many units, the staff officers took care in destroying them. At 
11th Army, all were preserved. 

In the mid-1930s, Wohler, at that time a colonel, had said to his subordinates 
in Breslau: “We have sufficient experts. What we need are men of strong char- 
acter.”” At 11th Army, Wéhler showed himself an expert, but there was little 
evidence of character. Manstein described Wéhler as ‘faithful’ Wohler,° the ‘upright 
and straightforward Lower Saxon, who did not hesitate to talk in unmistakably plain 
German with a protégé of Himmler.’ Manstein refers to Ohlendorf.’ During his 
own trial after the war, ‘faithful’ Wohler became increasingly faithless and never hesi- 
tated to put the blame on Manstein. When questioned about the ‘Commissar 
Order’, Wéhler testified: 


Q. What measures did Manstein take, or did you yourself take, to prevent your 
subordinates from carrying out the order? 


A. I don’t know of any measures taken by Manstein. I personally was not 
empowered to take any measures, since the ‘Commissar Order’ fell into the 
responsibility of the OB and not of his chief-of-staff. Perhaps I may have taken 
some measures, I can’t recall it. But if it happened, only the Army Commander was 
responsible. But I simply can’t remember any instance.* 


Paget makes one of his many strange comments about Wohler: “If Manstein 
were to be acquitted, what could be done with Wéhler, whose only crime was to 
have served under Manstein?”® Paget could have easily found the answer to his 
rhetorical question. Wohler was sentenced to eight years, long before Manstein’s 
trial took place. 

The background for the mild verdict against Manstein, in connection with 
the genocide, was the hesitation of the Russian and Allied tribunals to prosecute 
the Holocaust. After Germany’s surrender, a number of the most cruel perpetra- 
tors were immediately recruited by the CIC, which felt that their “expert knowl- 
edge’ of communism could be put to use. In the four-hour movie by Marcel 
Ophuls, about Klaus Barbie, the ‘butcher of Lyon’, a number of former CIC offi- 
cers appear and tell of their close co-operation with Barbie. They later helped 
Barbie to escape to Latin America, with forged identity papers, when the French 
government demanded his extradition. It took more than forty years before 
Barbie was finally handed over to the French. He was sentenced to life imprison- 
ment. 

Eichmann, and also Dr Mengele, who supervised the ‘selections’ of the victims 
on the ramp of the Auschwitz extermination camp, were provided with forged 
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papers by the International Red Cross and the Vatican. Generally that was done by 
Bishop Hudal, rector of the Santa Maria del Anima in Rome and confessor of the 
German Catholic community in Rome, after requests by the Americans. 
Eichmann managed to escape to Latin America. In 1960, he was kidnapped by the 
Israelis in Argentina, brought to Jerusalem for trial, condemned to death and 
hanged. Dr Mengele fled from one Latin American country to the next. He was 
never arrested, although his identity was widely known. He died in Brazil. 

At the Einsategruppen trial (case 9) before the IMT, thirteen death sentences 
were handed down, only four were executed. The remaining sentences were 
reduced to periods of between fifteen years and life, but all were released after a few 
years. The British were engaged in civil war with the Jews in Palestine and were less 
than eager to judge people who had participated in the extermination of Jews. The 
French prosecution did not want to have the Vichy government’s complicity for 
the fate of the French Jews become an issue at the Nuremberg trial. 

In the Soviet Union, the ‘doctors’ plot’ was already under preparation and 
Stalin had developed plans to deport the whole Jewish population to Siberia. After 
Stalin’s death in 1953, the ‘doctors’ plot’ was officially exposed as a fraud and the 
physicians were set free and rehabilitated. Even in the 1960s, Holocaust was a 
taboo word in the Soviet Union. A monument erected at Babi Yar did not mention 
that the victims were Jews, the memorial stone mentioned only Soviet citizens. 
Energetic prosecution of the Holocaust took place only in Poland, Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia. There, all the death sentences were carried out. The Holocaust 
literature deals mainly with the ghettos and the extermination camps. 

Relatively little attention is paid to the murders committed by the 
Einsategruppen. Approximately 4 million Jews were murdered in the extermination 
camps, but a number of inmates survived. Their extermination was expected, but 
that was prevented by the rapid advance of the Red Army. Thus they were able to tell 
their stories, and write books about their experiences. Close to 1 million victims of 
the Einsategruppen were exterminated, save for a few individual survivors. They were 
not killed by a last “bullet in the head’ that should have been fired by the commander 
of the death squad. Only one major German work of 700 pages, written in co-opera- 
tion by Helmut Krausnick and Hans-Heinrich Wilhelm, is entirely devoted to all the 
Einsatzgruppen.'° In 2003, Andrej Angrick published his doctoral thesis of some 800 
pages about Einsategruppe D. Besatzungspolitik und Massenmord. Die Einsategruppe 
D in der siidlichen Sowjetunion 1941-1943. (Occupation policy and mass murder. 
Einsategruppe D in the southern Soviet Union 1941-1943). 

The main sources for this chapter are the reports of Einsatzgruppe Dand 11th 
Army. This chapter is the first publication in Holocaust literature to give a 
complete account in a separate section for every city in the area controlled by 11th 
Army where Judenaktionen took place. (/udenaktion was the expression used by the 
Germans in the East about executions of Jews). Many of the reports are also 
mentioned in works by Krausnick and Wilhelm. However, they are interspersed 
with reports of massacres in other areas, and sometimes only reproduced in part. 
Krausnick does not concentrate only on a single Army. Heinz Héhne’s Der Orden 

10 H.Krausnick/H.Wilhelm, Die Truppe des WeltanschauungskriEinsategruppees. Die 
Einsategruppen der Sicherheitspolizei und des SD 1938-1942, Scurtgart 1981 (hence- 
forth: Krausnick) 
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unter dem Totenkopf, die Geschichte der SS continues to be the standard work about 
the SS." 

All reports in this chapter are taken from the German military archives, other 
German archive sources, and the Nuremberg NOKW documents. Post-war 
historic impact was not a consideration in mind when Finsatzgruppen reports were 
written. They were daily routine reports, and their historic importance only 
became clear after the war. Their reliability was not contested by any of the defence 
attorneys at the trial of the Einsatzgruppen, IMT Case 9. Other sources are the 
works by Jérg Friedrich, Christian Streit, Raul Hilberg’s standard work about the 
extermination of the European Jews, the minutes of the IMT trials, case 9 and case 
12, and the minutes of the Manstein trial. 


Manstein’s testimony as a witness at the Nuremberg trial 
of the major Nazi war criminals 


Manstein was questioned, under oath, about the Einsategruppen and about the 
murder of Jews. In both instances he committed outright perjury. He stated that 
the only thing he knew about the Einsatzgruppen was that they had been given the 
task of preparing the political administration of the occupied territories, and of 
supervising the political behaviour of the civilian population. Héhne comments 
that 


Manstein’s statement was a typical example of the schizophrenia of the 
German commanders, which facilitated the murders committed by the 
Einsategruppen. The Generals purported to see in Heydrich’s commandos, 
normal units of defence of the rear area. But they also knew that they had 
been given special tasks. Those were special tasks that the Commanders 
were more than happy to leave to them, without making further enquiries.” 


When questioned about the shooting of Jews, Manstein stated that he had never 
heard of them.” 

At his own trial, Manstein repeated his mendacious statement about the 
Einsatagruppen. As to the shootings of Jews, his memory had to be refreshed, When 
Manstein took over the command of 11th Army, he immediately issued an order 
from his headquarters at Nikolayev, which made specific reference to murders of 
Jews. A number of works quote the order as stipulating that no executions were to 
take place at a distance of less than 200 kilometres from his residence.'* Although 
that order is preserved in the archives of 1 1th Army and mentioned in the minutes 
of the Nuremberg trial, Krausnick feels that Manstein’s authorship is not estab- 


11 H.Héhne, Der Orden unter dem Totenkopf, Geschichte der SS, Hamburh 1966 (hence- 
forth Héhne) 

12 Ibid, p. 326 

13 Both statements are recorded live on a movie produced by the public German televi- 
sion station ARD. 

14 BA-MA, RH 20 — 11/488 and minutes of the trial against the major Nazi war crimi- 
nals, vol. IV, p. 354 ff 
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lished beyond doubt.'® No doubt is left about another text, which Wohler 
confirmed at his own trial. Wéhler testified: 


I remember without any doubt that Feldmarschall von Manstein, during 
the first days after his assumption of command of 11th Army, was 
informed that shootings of Jews had taken place in the rear. He issued an 
immediate order forbidding such actions. Because those actions had 
occurred somewhere in the rear, I believe that it was in Kichinev, but I am 
not entirely sure of the location, Feldmarschallvon Manstein immediately 
sent his adc to his chief quartermaster. He was held responsible that such 
Schweinereien would not happen in the areas under his command. This 
was certainly not an order given with ‘a twinkle in the eyes’, it was issued 
in total severity and with the strongest emphasis. 


That order is reproduced by Alfred de Zayas in his chapter about the 
Nuremberg trials in Die Soldaten der Wehrmacht."® De Zayas adds the next 
sentence of Wéhler’s testimony. “Since that day, 11th Army has never received 
further information about the execution of Jews.”'” Given the large number of 
reports by the Einsatzgruppen that were initialled by Wohler, or signed by him with 
his full name, and similar orders that he issued on behalf of 11th Army, his state- 
ment was an outrageous lie. A general who fights for his life at his trial, may be 
forgiven for not speaking the truth. A historian like de Zayas cannot be permitted 
to use such a statement in his effort to absolve the Wehrmacht from crimes 
committed in the East. 

Furthermore, on the very day Manstein assumed his command of 1 1th Army, 
a Judenaktion took place at Nikolayev. Nikolaus Pauly, who belonged to Company 
2 of Feldgendarmerie (military police) 683 which was responsible for Manstein’s 
personal safety, stated in 1962: 


Shots were heard and Manstein ordered me to find out what was 
happening. I went into the birch forest. There I told a man from the SD 
about the order which I had received from Manstein. He replied that this 
was neither Manstein’s nor my business and I was asked to leave immedi- 
ately. Later I heard from an old woman that Jews had been driven into the 


forest and shot. 


Pauly adds that he had spoken with Manstein’s driver, Feldwebel Nagel, about 
the incident.'* Relations between Manstein and his driver were very close. In 
Verlorene Siege Manstein mentions Nagel repeatedly. When Nagel was killed in 
action, Manstein devotes two pages to his eulogy. Nagel would hardly have 
avoided to inform Manstein about his ‘sacking’. 

Manstein was now forced to correct his testimony. 

Q: “Did your chief quartermaster, amongst others, really know of your objec- 
tion, if you had one, as you said you had, to the SD shooting Jews, or anyone else?” 


15 Krausnick, p.226 

16 Soldaten, Wehrmacht, p. 468 
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Daher sagte er bei seinem eigenen Prozef& aus : ,, Ich habe nicht mit meinem Oberquartiermeister Uber 
Judenerschiebungen gesprochen , weil ich von ihnen nichts wuBte . AuBer dem Befehl , den ich ihm in 
Nikolajew Uber meinen Ordonnanzoffizier verteilen lieB , kann ich mich nicht entsinnen , mit jemand 
darliber gesprochen zu haben , weil ich davon nichts wuBte . “ 789 Wie man einen Befehl Uber etwas 
veranlassen kann , von dem man nichts wei , erwahnt Manstein nicht . 


In Verlorene Siege schreibt Manstein : “Gertichte , wie sie in der Heimat umliefen , drangen kaum an die 
Front , vielleicht am allerwenigstens zu uns . “790 


, Am allerwenigstens zu uns “ ? Wieder beansprucht Manstein eine Sonderstellung fiir sich . Mansteins 
Armee war nicht weniger ,, die Front “ als andere GroBverbande . Ein Gerticht mag ,, kaum “ an die Front 
kommen , erreicht es Manstein nicht , hat 

es eben nicht existiert . Gersdorff hatte am 9 . Dezember 1941 in das Kriegstagebuch der Heeresgruppe 
Mitte eingetragen , 

daB die JudenerschieBungen im Offizierkorps an der Front in vollem Umfang 

bekannt worden waren . 


Jedem Offizier vielleicht nicht , den Generalen zweifellos . Dartiber hinaus widerlegt ein Dokument 

der Parteikanzlei vom 9. Oktober 1941 Mansteins Behauptung : ,, lm Zuge der Arbeiten an der Endlédsung 
der Judenfrage werden neuerdings innerhalb der 

Bevdélkerung in verschiedenen Teilen des Reichsgebiets Erérterungen Uber sehr 

scharfe MaBnahmen gegen die Juden , besonders in den Ostgebieten angestellt. Die Feststellungen 
ergaben , daB solche Ausfthrungen - meist in entstellter oder 

ubertriebener Form — von Urlaubern der verschiedenen im Osten eingesetzten Verbande weitergegeben 
wurden , die selbst Gelegenheit hatten , solche MaBnahmen zu beobachien . "791 


Es war demnach nicht die Front , die auf Kenntnisse der Heimat angewiesen 
war , sondern umgekehrt waren es die Nachrichten von der Front , die Zuhause dann 
Aufsehen erregten . 


Krausnick schreibt , da& ,, es zu den lange Zeit in der breiten Offentlichkeit , aber 

auch in wissenschaftlicher Literatur fortgeschleppten Klischee - Vorstellungen 

gehorte , daB auBer der SS , mit den Nazi - Greueln und schon gar nicht mit den 

Judenmorden , niemand etwas zu tun gehabt und davon kaum jemand gewuBt habe . Wer trotz 
SSAllmacht und perfekter Geheimhaltung zufallig informiert gewesen 

sei , habe sich mit Schauder abgewandt und mit Lebensgefahr dagegen 

angekamptt . “ 792 


In Nurnberg trat SS - Obergruppenfishrer von dem Bach - Zelewski als Zeuge 

der Anklage auf . Auf die Frage der Anklage : , Wufte die Wehrmacht von den Methoden des 

Kampfes , die zur Bekampfung der Partisanenbewegung und zur Ausrottung der 

judischen Bevolkerung angewandt wurden ? “ , Die Methoden waren allgemein bekannt , also auch bei der 
militarischen Fuhrung . “ 793 An einer Aussage von dem Bach — Zelewskis konnen Zweifel gehegt werden , 
er hatte sich selber an den Morden an Juden im Osten und an der 


Niederschlagung des Warschauer Aufstands beteiligt . Zwar sagte von dem Bach - Zelewski , er sei 
angewidert von der allgemeinen Verleugnung von dessen , was gestern noch als selbstverstandlich , wenn 
nicht sogar als heilig gegolten hatte . 794 
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‘holy’.”* Still, one cannot exclude that von dem Bach-Zelewski was eager to save 
himself, by his readiness to testify against his former accomplices. However, his 
statements were confirmed by General Roettiger, who later was to become the first 
inspector of Bundeswehr ground forces. General Roettiger testified: “The fight that 
we conducted against the partisans, had the real purpose of serving as a model for 
the ruthless extermination of Jews, and other undesirable elements.”” 

In reality, such testimonials are hardly required, since officers and soldiers of 
every large unit of the Wehrmacht took an active part in the crimes committed by 
the Einsatzgruppen. They had acted on direct orders from their commanders. So it 
is obvious that not a single German general can plead ignorance. 


Direct reports to Manstein 


Manstein received at least three direct reports from eyewitnesses, ie the officers of 
his Army, who had watched mass executions of Jews. 


Report by Captain Ulrich Gunzert 


Captain Gunzert attended a course for Generalstab candidates in 1942. He was 

sent for a short period to 1 1th Army’s staff and witnessed a mass execution that he 

described in Knopp’s video: 
Many layers of corpses were in the ditch. After every volley, an SD man 
descended into the ditch. If there were survivors, he fired a bullet into 
their heads. It was a mass murder. I will never forget the faces of the men 
and women who waited for their end. When I tried to intervene, an SS 
man told me: ‘Disappear, this is no business of yours.’ I then reported 
what I saw to Manstein and asked him to do something. Manstein 
refused. He was not concerned with what happened in the rear. He had 
more important things to attend to. He simply retreated to his military 
duties, and expressly forbade me to mention to others what I had 
witnessed. His behaviour was a flight from responsibility and a moral 
failure. 


Report by Colonel Eberhard Finckh 


Colonel Finckh was the quartermaster of Army Group South. In 1944, he was 
transferred to Carl-Heinrich von Stiilpnagel’s staff in Paris. He participated in the 
20 July actions in Paris and was hanged on 30 July 1944. In October 1943, Army 
Group’s headquarters were in a suburb of Vinnitsa in the Ukraine. Stahlberg 
received a phone call from Finckh, requesting an urgent meeting. Stahlberg does 


not mention the exact date: 


24 Krausnick, p.598 with reference to the New York Jewish magazine Der Aufbau, 
Leben eines SS-Generals, 12/35, 1946, p.40 (The magazine is published in German). 

25 Ibid, p. 478 fF 

26 Gunzert’s account also in Knopp, p. 191 
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He had to speak to me immediately about a horrible matter. Two 
Generalstab officers had called upon him. They had witnessed a mass 
execution of Jews in a forest area that was part of Army Group’s territory. 
The executions had been carefully planned and were well organised. The 
killers wore SD uniforms. I asked Finckh if he knew how many Jews were 
shot. He replied that his two witnesses had asked one of the SD men, and 
received the reply, 100,000. Finckh added that he had wanted to inform 
me before reporting to Manstein. Were Manstein to call him, he could be 
at his headquarters in less than one hour. 

I returned and had tea with Manstein. As soon as the orderlies had 
left the room, he asked me why Finckh had wanted to see me. I replied: “A 
horrible thing, the executions of Jews are taking place in our area.’ 
Manstein became testy and asked why Finckh had chosen to talk to me 
instead of directly reporting to him. I replied that Finckh had wanted me 
to prepare him for his account, and that he would come immediately if 
Manstein wanted to get his direct report. Manstein asked me if Finckh 
had mentioned any figures and I replied, 100,000. 

Manstein exploded! “100,000 is totally unbelievable. Even if we accept 
the story that 100,000 were shot at one single location, can someone tell me 
how such a number of bodies can be disposed of? Such rubbish is evidence 
that you and your friend have become victims of a filthy propaganda 
intrigue. As a young lieutenant during the First World War, I have already 
had my fill of enemy propaganda lies. This is certainly not the time to 
become victims of such tricks. We have recently exchanged recollections 
about the opening ceremony of the Berlin Olympic games that both of us 
had attended. There were some 100,000 spectators in the stadium. If one 
has this view in mind, let somebody try and explain to me how one can 
carry away such a number of corpses in order to conceal an execution. Tell 
your friend Finkh that I will not stand for such fairy-tales. If he wants to 
talk to me, I will agree to see him. I asked him if I should call Finckh. He 
told me to wait, he first wanted to think this over.” 


In a conversation with the historian Bodo Scheurig, Stahlberg said that 
Manstein added: “Is it really negative if Jewry with its danger for Germany will be 
decimated?”™ Stahlberg added that Manstein did receive Finckh on the following 
day. He purposely closed his door to Manstein’s office during their talk. He knew 
what would be said and he did not want to experience a second shock. 

Manstein’s outburst calls for some comments. An execution of 100,000 Jews 
never took place on a single day. Perhaps the SS officers were simply bragging, but 
they could also have referred to the total number of victims of the Einsatzgruppen. 
In that case the number was realistic. But major actions did regularly occur. One 
need only be reminded of the massacre at Babi Yar, in which 33,788 Jews were 
slaughtered in 48 hours, on 29 and 30 September 1941. The massacre of 14,500 
Jews at Simferopol required three days. When the massacre at Borisov took place in 
October 1941, Sergeant Soennecken, employed as interpreter at Army Group 
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Blobel hatte verschiedene behelfsmaBige Ofen aufbauen lassen und verbrannte 

mit Holz und Benzinrtickstanden . Er versuchte auch durch Sprengstoff die Leichen vernichten zu lassen , 
das 

gelang aber nur sehr unvollstandig . Deshalb wurden andere Mittel benutzt . Die Asche wurde in dem 
ausgedehnten Waldgelande verstreut , zuvor durch 

eine Knochenmthle zu Staub zermahlen . Standartenfihrer Blobel war beauftragt , alle Massengraber im 
gesamten 

Ostraum findig zu machen und zu beseitigen . Die Arbeiten selbst wurden durch Judenkommandos 
durchgefuhrt , die nach 

Beendigung eines Abschnitts erschossen wurden . Konzentrationslager Auschwitz hatte laufend Juden fir 
diese Kommandos zur 

Verfligung gestellt . “ 799 


Bei seinem ProzeB erklarte Blobel , daB seine ErschieBungen im Einklang 
mit dem Vélkerrecht vorgenommen wurden : 


» Exekutionen von verdachtigen 

Personen der Spionage und Sabotage und solchen , die den deutschen Einheiten Schaden an Menschen 
und AusrUstungen 

verursachten , waren meines Erachtens vollkommen im Einklang mit der Haager Landkriegsordnung . “ 800 


Philipp von Boeselager Auf einem ARD - Video Hitlers Soldaten , die Generale , berichtet Boeselager , dafS 
er Manstein, ahnlich wie Finkh berichtet hatte , nur erwahnte er eine Anzahl von 250 . 000 Opfern . 
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the same manner as he did to Finkh. Instead of the Olympic stadium he mentioned 
the Deutschlandballe, a huge indoor sports arena in Berlin, that could accommo- 


date up to a quarter of a million spectators.” 


The hidden page in 11th Army’s war diary 


Manstein’s knowledge of mass executions was further established by a passage in 
11th Army’s war diary that had been covered with a white tape. Firstly, Manstein’s 
own account, which, true to habit, he turned into an anecdote, just as he did when- 
ever unpleasant facts concerning him were uncovered: 


While this act of a ‘costly vengeance’ [Manstein borrows the title of Freda 
Utley’s book about the war crime tribunals) was in process, one of the 
prosecutors suddenly discovered that a page in 1 1th Army’s war diary was 
covered by a tape. What a discovery! Surely this would show something 
which could be used against me. With great care the tape which covered 
the secret was removed. What kind of a shameful act by me would now 
appear? I had no idea of the tape, since I was forced to sign the diary but 
never had sufficient time to read it. This was the duty of my chief-of-staff. 
Once the tape was removed, the prosecutor read the uncovered text and 
became increasingly taken aback and embarrassed. The text read: “We 
expect a new Army commander. He is a Herrand somewhat difficult. But 
one can speak frankly with him.’ Finally the judges smiled at each other.” 


Manstein described the event as a ‘comical interlude’. It may well have been 
reduced to that, had not the following page also been covered by a tape. The chief 
prosecutor Elwyn-Jones ordered Manstein to read the text to the court: “The Army 
commander does not wish that officers become onlookers of executions of Jews. 
This is unworthy of a German officer.”* Beevor comments that German military 
logic, in another of its distortions of cause and effect, does not appear to have 
acknowledged the possibility that officers had already shamed themselves by 


furthering the aims of a regime capable of such crimes. 


The first excesses in Poland 


Wanton massacres of Jews had already occurred during the campaign in Poland 
and continued after it had ended. Railway coaches bringing soldiers to the front 
were painted with: ‘ Wir fahren nach Polen, Um Juden zu versohlen’ (We are on our 
way to Poland to beat up Jews). Some killings were committed by individuals, 
police, SS, and soldiers, others by Wehrmacht units of up to regimental strength. At 
that time, a few German generals protested, most remained silent bystanders. The 
groundwork for the later horrors in the East was already laid in 1939. It only 
required future consent by the generals for them to be put into practice. 
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Manstein could not write about those excesses in Verlorene Siege. Such a 
mention would have shown him to be already a liar, when he stated that he had 
never heard of mass murders of Jews. 


A selection of protests voiced by higher commanders. 


Generaloberst List, commander of 14th Army: “Looting, ... wanton executions, 
mistreatment of people without defence, rape, burning of synagogues.”” 
General von Cochenhausen, town commander of Warsaw: 


Illegal requisitioning — in other terms, simple plunder, has grown in 
Warsaw to such an extent that it can only be called a disgrace of the whole 
German Army. Excesses committed by drunken officers have turned into 
a daily routine. The police are unreliable. The civilian population suffers 
total misery. In spite of its needs, massive purchases of goods needed by 
the population take place and the officers are the ones who set the bad 
example. I am acting against such excesses with the most rigorous means. 
I want a court-martial to put an end to them within 24 hours. We have to 
succeed in putting an end to this undignified situation.“ 


A court-martial of a unit within 3rd Army sentenced a sergeant of the field- 
police to a nine-year term. An SS Sturmbannfiihrer was sentenced to three years for 
shooting 50 Jews in a synagogue at Narev, after they had completed repair work at 
a bridge. On hearing the sentences, General von Kiichler, commander of 3rd 
Army, quashed the verdict as being too lenient and ordered a new trial. However, 
the guilty men were pardoned before new proceedings began, after Hitler had 
declared a general amnesty on 4 October 1939, for crimes committed by Germans 
in Poland.” Kiichler became the target of Himmler’s strong anger, because he had 
called the SS-unit a blot on the honour of the Army.“ Kiichler was the only Army 
commander in Poland who was not promoted to Generaloberst after the campaign. 
List already held that rank before the war. 

General Petzel, commander of I Corps, wrote that the conduct of the soldiers 
was totally undignified.*' Generaloberst Ritter von Leeb, whose Army Group C had 
remained in the West during the Polish campaign, heard of events in Poland, and 
wrote to Brauchitsch on 19 December 1939, that the behaviour of the German 
soldiers in Poland was unworthy of a nation of culture.*” Knowledge of German 
behaviour in Poland had quickly spread to other theatres of war. 

On 25 October 1939, Generaloberst von Brauchitsch addressed the following 
message to the whole Officer Corps: 


The performance and the success of operations in Poland cannot hide that 
some of our officers simply lack firm control. An alarming number of 
instances are evidence of illegal actions, such as illegal confiscation of prop- 
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Blaskowitz appended a letter from General Wilhelm Ulex, commander of the 


southern border area: 


There is only way out from this undignified situation that casts an indelible 
blot upon the honour of the whole German people. It is to immediately 
dismiss all members of the police, including their highest commanders, 
who have been content to watch such events without taking action and to 


replace them with units that have kept their honour.” 


Hitler immediately replaced the Military Government with a Civilian Admin- 
istration under Hans Frank, after saying that war was not conducted with Salva- 
tion Army methods. “Soldiers have to remain with their military assignment, they 
are not allowed to govern or to administrate.”“ Blaskowitz remained the only 
Generaloberst of 1939 who was never promoted to Feldmarschall. 

On 4 February 1940, Feldmarschall August von Mackensen, the only 
surviving German Feldmarschall of the First World War, wrote to Brauchitsch: 


As a man becomes older, he has to watch carefully that age has not 
reduced his creativity. After reaching the age of 90, I have decided not to 
involve myself any longer with matters that are not concerned with my 
private life. However, I am still the most senior German officer. Many 
turn to me, sometimes with wishes, but more often with their concerns. 

During these weeks our concern is with the spirit of our unique and 
successful Army. The concern results from the crimes committed in 
Poland, looting and murder that take place before the eyes of our troops, 
who appear unable to put an end to them. An apparent indifference has 
serious consequences for the morale of our soldiers and it is damaging to 
the esteem of our Army and our whole nation. 

I am sure that you are aware of these events and that you certainly 
condemn them. These lines intend to convey my daily growing concern at 
the reports that constantly reach me, and I have to ask you to take up this 
matter with the highest authority. The messages I receive are so numerous, 
many come from high ranking persons and from witnesses. As the most 
senior officer I cannot keep them to myself. In transmitting them to you, | 
fulfil my duty to the Army. The honour of the Army and the esteem in 
which it is held must not be jeopardised by the actions of hired subhumans 


and criminals.” 


For the first time, the term ‘subhuman’ appears in a German document, 
however, not in relation to Jews, but to German soldiers. 

Paget purports to know better: “The German soldiers behaved well in Poland. 
Maybe some synagogues were set ablaze, and some Jews were occasionally subjected 
to humiliation.” (At that point, the tribunal lost patience and asked Paget if he was 
trying to make jokes.) 


45 Krausnick, p. 102 f. The complete documents are in BA-MA, RH 53 — 22/23 
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Manstein was chief-of-staff of Rundstedt’s Army Group South and thus had 
knowledge of every event reported to it. In one of these reports about three soldiers 
who had mistreated a Jew, raped his daughter and had looted Jewish shops, a note 
from Manstein is appended: “How long will it finally take before this matter is 
dealt with by a court-martial?”” But other reports were not passed on by him to his 
Army Group Commander, such as a draft order submitted to him on 8 September 
1939: “Concerning discipline: Present excesses are incompatible with the honour 
of the Wehrmacht and every German soldier. I request that the strongest possible 
steps are immediately taken to put a stop to them.” The following comment is 


appended: 


The draft has been shown to Generalleutnant von Manstein, Chief-of- 
staff of Army Group South, for communication to the Army Group 
Commander, Generaloberst von Rundstedt. Communication refused by 
Generalleutnant von Manstein. Signed: Langhaeuser, Ic of Army Group 
South. 


Langhaeuser’s draft was prompted by the beatings of Polish prisoners of war 
and violence against Polish civilians. The ‘Langhaeuser incident’ came up at the 
trial of the OKW and the Generalstab at Nuremberg. Langhaeuser explained that 
he wanted Rundstedt to issue a general order against such excesses, to be communi- 
cated to all units in Poland. Manstein refused to communicate the draft to 
Rundstedt, because it did not contain evidence referring to specific actions, as if 
such ‘evidence’ was required.*' By refusing to pass on the draft, Manstein 
prevented an order by Rundstedt which was sorely needed. 

Many Jews had attempted to flee to German occupied territory after the Red 
Army had marched into Poland. Manstein added a note to an order by Rundstedt 
to Reichenau: “Use all means to prohibit the influx of Upper Silesia by Jewish refu- 
gees.” Reichenau added: “If required, by armed force.” 

Paget adds one of his unintelligent comments: “Had Manstein known that the 
Jews would be exterminated in Poland, I feel that the Jews should have praised him 


for having taken all measures preventing them from returning.”” 


The Massacre at Konskie. 
Reality and Manstein’s attempt 
at a tasteless humoresque 


The events at Konskie were brought up at Manstein’s trial. The massacre followed 
the death of the police general Roettig. Roettig had been killed in action during a 
regular combat, but his death was reported as a murder by Finsatzgruppe Il. It had 
been set up during the Polish campaign. The Einsatzgruppe set up a ‘murder inves- 
tigation commission’, which was ordered to find out if inhabitants of the neigh- 
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bouring township of Konskie could be found among the ‘perpetrators’. As a first 
step, Einsatzgruppe Il shot twenty hostages, without making any reference to the 
death of General Roettig. Then General von Reichenau, commander of 10th 
Army, ordered the arrest of all male civilians, aged 18 and over, at Konskie and its 
neighbourhood — in all some 5,000 people. They were brought into a camp at 
Konskie and carefully searched. Some 120 Jews, Poles and Polish soldiers, who had 
donned civilian clothes, were found to wear underwear with bloodstains, although 
they had not taken part in combat. This rendered them suspect of having gained 
possession of German money and they were thus convinced to have “ordered the 
massacre of German soldiers.” They were shot. The famous film producer Leni 
Riefenstahl happened to be present. She was horrified by what she saw, and made 
an immediate report to Army Group South. 
Manstein chose to write about the Konskie massacre as follows: 


One day, a well known film producer and actress appeared at our head- 
quarters, accompanied by a team of cameramen. She said that she was 
following in the footsteps of the Fiihrer and had been ordered by Hitler to 
make a movie at the front. Such an activity, in particular by a woman, was 
most displeasing to us soldiers. But there was Hitler’s order that could not 
be cast aside. She looked quite nice and bold, like an elegant partisan 
woman, who had bought her dress at a Rue du Rivoli luxury store. Her 
beautiful hair, like a flaming lion’s mane, surrounded her interesting face, 
with its eyes close together. She wore a kind of ancient Roman tunic, 
breeches and soft leather boots. She carried a pistol at her belt. Her arma- 
ment was completed by a long knife inserted in the shaft of her boot, in 
Bavarian fashion. This appearance caused us to be somewhat perplexed. I 
had to accompany her to Generaloberst von Rundstedt, to permit her to 
present her mission to him. The old gentleman received her in his usual 
charming manner but soon brought her back to me. 

I had no choice but to organise her visit. With her team she drove to 
Konskie, headquarters of 10th Army. [Leni Riefenstahl had been 
acquainted with General von Reichenau since before the war. Manstein 
does not mention her name in his account.] She soon returned. Some 
shootings had already previously occurred at Konskie and the civilian 
population had taken part in them. A crowd had gathered on the market- 
square and one anti-aircraft lieutenant had become nervous. This created 
an unnecessary panic. It led to senseless shooting, which resulted in some 
victims. The movie team happened to witness this regrettable scene and 
our lady returned completely shaken by what she had seen. The officer 
was convicted of manslaughter, sentenced to loss of rank, and to some 
years in jail.” 

In other words, a story of the kind that “regrettable things happen in 
wartime.” 





54  Verlorene Siege, p. 43 ff 


MANSTEIN AND THE HOLOCAUST 301 


Barbarossa — the Generals’ hate appeals 


In the weeks preceding the attack against Russia, the German Commanders had 
already issued strong anti-Semitic orders to their troops. The protest in Poland had 
been replaced by Hitler’s speech of 30 March 1941. The Generals now attempted 
to outbid themselves with appeals to violence that were tantamount to murder. No 
great mental effort was required. The notion of the Jewish- Bolshevist subhuman 
had already entered the officers’ language during the years of the Weimar Republic. 
Streit wrote that the appeals had put a final end to the ‘classification’ of generals. 
The ‘totally conservative’ Rundstedt, the purported ‘expert only’ Manstein, the 
Nazi Reichenau, and the conservative military resistance man Stiilpnagel, in their 
relation to the death squads all followed the same compulsion.” 
Generaloberst Hoepner, Commander of Panzergruppe 4. 2 May 1941: 


The war against Russia is the consequence of the fight that we are 
compelled to wage, in order to preserve our existence, to guarantee the 
economic independence of Greater Germany, and all of Europe that has 
come under her domination. It is the old struggle of the Germans against 
the Slavs, the defence of European culture against the Muscovite-Asiatic 
flood, the throwing back of Jewish Bolshevism. 

This struggle must lead to the annihilation of today’s Russia and 
requires methods of unprecedented brutality. Every military action has to 
be inspired by an iron will of a merciless destruction of the enemy. No 
mercy will be shown to the leaders of the Russian- Bolshevist system.” 


On 6 July 1941, Hoepner issued an additional order, asking “for good and fair 
treatment of the loyal population”. He added that “individual acts of sabotage 
should simply be charged to communists and Jews.”” 

Generalfeldmarschall von Reichenau, commander of 6th Army, 10 August 
1941, some weeks before he issued his infamous order of the day: “Executions of 
criminals, Bolshevists, and mostly Jewish elements are carried out by units of the SD 
of the Reichsfithrer SS and chief of the German Police.”* 

General der Infanterie Karl von Roques, Koriick, the Military Commander of 
the rear area of Army Group South: “If acts of sabotage occur without the perpetra- 
tors having been discovered, search should not be made among Ukrainians, but 
confined to Russians and Jews. All measures of reprisals to be taken against 
them.” 

General der Infanterie Carl-Heinrich von Stiilpnagel, Commander of 17th 
Army, 30 July 1941: 


If an act of sabotage cannot be shown to have been committed by an 
Ukrainian, the village elders have to be ordered to name Jewish and 
communist inhabitants. This will encourage the population to engage in 
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denunciation ... Many members of the Russian youth organisation 
Komsomol have remained behind. If urgency is required, they are easy to 
get hold of. In particular, Jewish members of the Komsomol have to be 
considered as the standard bearers of sabotage and the formation of juve- 
nile criminal bands.” 


In a letter of 21 August 1941 to the department of propaganda at OKW, 
Stiilpnagel had written: “Request to German propaganda: increased fight against 
Jewry. Total enlightenment about Jewry is a must.””' 

Back in 1935, Stiilpnagel had already written in a memorandum: “The 
‘snitching’ attitude of the commissars, who are mostly Jewish, reminds one of the 
worst years of the beginning of the Soviet system. Since Jews are averse to military 
duties even in the Soviet Union, most Russian officers view them with distrust.” 

General der Infanterie von Salmuth, Commander of XXX Corps, 2 August 
1941: 


The fanatical will of the communist party and the Jews to halt the prog- 
ress of the German Wehrmacht, must be broken at all costs. Special units 
are here in charge. At one location, Wehrmacht troops have unfortunately 
taken part in such an action. Soldiers are only permitted to do this, if 
expressly ordered by their commanders.” 


Salmuth refers to the massacre at Kodyma in which troops of his corps had 
participated. The massacre will be described, in detail, in the part of this chapter 
dealing with /udenaktionen in all cities under control of 11th Army. If soldiers may 
participate in massacre on direct orders by their commanders, such orders were 
obviously given, in spite of the post-war denials of the generals. 

General der Panzertruppe Reinhardt, Commander of XLI Corps, May 1941: 
“It is the old struggle of the Germans against the Slavs, the struggle of European 
culture against the Muscovite-Asiatic flood, and the defence against Jewish 
Bolshevism”™ 

This order is identical with Hoepner’s order. Reinhardt’s Corps was part of 
Hoepner’s Panzergruppe 4. Perhaps Reinhardt’s staff officer was too lazy to write an 
order of his own, and simply copied Hoepner’s paper with Reinhardt’s signature 
added. 

Finally an order by Manstein, 12 June 1941: “This war demands acts, without 
mercy, against Soviet trouble-makers, snipers, partisans and Jews.” 

Did the generals really believe all their nonsense? It cannot be excluded. Since 
none had ever made an effort to acquaint himself with the Soviet Union, it was 
obviously easier to remain with Nazi propaganda slogans. Still the question 
remains, why they found it necessary to issue such orders, especially as after the 
war, they were relentlessly eager to distance themselves from such edicts. 
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Krausnick stated that the generals may well have believed in what they wrote, 
since the belief that the Russian-Bolshevists were subhuman was part of their credo. 
Their orders were a justification of their own actions. Friedrich advances the 
opinion that the generals consciously invented a fairy tale: 


The Generals explained to their soldiers, in great detail, the murders 
committed in the East. The Jews were the standard-bearers of Bolshevism 
and the war was started because they had to be exterminated. The Jews 
held the threads between the Red Army and the regions that the Germans 
had already liberated. There, the former holders of sovereignty had to be 
totally eliminated. Other former subjects of the Soviet power had to be 
treated harshly, but fairness had to be shown to them, provided they 
accepted their new masters. 

Those slogans, which were spread across the whole Eastern Front, have 
been exposed at Nuremberg as ideological nonsense. The Jews were never 
the main agents of the central authority of the Soviet Union. They were the 
weakest element in the Soviet population. No other population group was 
more adaptable, and none encountered more hostility. The Generals had 
simply created a legend. This is not unusual. No war can be conducted 
without legends. With the stab-in-the back legend, the Generals had 
branded the Jews and the Socialists as the culprits of their defeat in the First 
World War. Did they believe it? It was unimportant. They believed that it 
was useful. Generals are not interested in truth, their only interest is in 
success. 


Streit is of the opinion that the Generals, who had opposed the war against 
France, had learned their lesson. They were now convinced that the future was 
with the National-Socialist leadership and wanted to publicly show their loyalty to 
the party line. 

Perhaps an easier formulation can be found. Hitler had little interest in the 
extent to which the Generals adhered to the party line. It was sufficient for him that 
they obeyed his orders. He did not need the Generals to convince the German 
people of his propaganda, the Generals were only too happy that Hitler confirmed 
their traditional prejudice against Eastern European Jews. The Generals had 
opposed Hitler’s war in France because they feared defeat. The German victory in 
France had proved Hitler right. The Generals now expected a new victorious Blitz- 
krieg against the Soviet Union and wanted to be part of every effort, including offi- 
cial propaganda, and to share in the glory of victory. 

Generals are not only interested in success, their main ambition is glory. When 
Dr Popitz was interrogated by the Gestapo, after 20 July 1944, he was asked how 
he felt that he could succeed in his attempt. Since he knew that he had forfeited his 
life, he could permit himself a joke, and said: 


My proposal would have been, on the first day of the war, to cover the 
whole chest of every general with decorations. Then, every day, as long as 
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there were decorations left on his uniform, one decoration was to be 
removed. This would have brought the war to a rapid conclusion.” 


Without doubt, the Finsatzgruppen were elated by these orders, since they 
immediately saw that the Generals did not intend to place any obstacles in their way. 
Manstein’s testimony at his trial is a good example of German ignorance: 


I was of the opinion that there was a direct link between the Bolshevik 
system and Jewry. Jews could be found in many high positions, both in 
politics and in the Red Army. During a visit to the Soviet Union, I met a 
number of commanders of the highest ranks who were Jews. Jews could 
also be found in sizeable numbers among saboteurs and partisans. There- 
fore | was not surprised that OKH had warned us against them. I don’t 
deny that the Nazi policy had embittered the Jews against us, so we had 
no choice but to take preventive measures, to keep them from bringing 
their hatred into action. ” 


If ‘prevention’ is replaced by ‘extermination’, then Manstein and his comrades 
certainly showed themselves efficient. 

Manstein’s ‘watch’ had come to a halt in 1917. History was a subject that had 
always remained alien to him. Since Manstein was not allowed to see anything 
during his visits to the Soviet Union, except what the Russians showed him, he 
knew nothing, except what he had been permitted to see. The Jews, who had 
remained in the territories occupied by the Germans, never represented any danger 
to the Wehrmacht. The only danger the Germans could never overcome was the 
increasing strength of the Red Army. The Jews in leading positions in the Russian 
communist party, in the immediate aftermath of the revolution, had never had 
Jewish interests on their mind. 

On the contrary, in a number of his writings, Trotsky was openly anti- 
Semitic.”' In 1907, Stalin had published a series of openly anti-Semitic articles in a 
local newspaper in Baku, in which he suggested that the party should organise 
pogroms, After the revolution, Zionism and all other Jewish political movements 
were immediately forbidden. When Manstein visited the Soviet Union, the only 
Jewish member of the Politburo was Kaganovich, who will not be recorded by 
history as a ‘philo-Semite’. The only high ranking Jewish Red Army commanders 
whom Manstein met were Generals Yakir and Feldman, both of whom were shot 
in 1937. The highest ranking Jewish Red Army General during the Second World 
War was Lieutenant General Yakov Kreiser, who was only promoted further after 
Stalin’s death. 

The Jews were the only official nationality of the Soviet Union that had 
neither a territory of their own, nor an official language. Every citizen in the Soviet 
Union held Soviet citizenship. In addition, every recognised population group had 
its own nationality. The small region of Birobidjan, in the Far East, which had 
been offered to the Jews as a replacement for Palestine, was a simple farce. Very few 
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Jews agreed to settle there. In 1937 further settlement of Jews was forbidden, under 
the pretext that the Jews in Birobidjan could be turned into Japanese spies. There 
were only a few Jewish partisan units. A number of them were destroyed by larger 
anti-Semitic partisan units. In provinces occupied by the Germans, where active 
anti-Semitism had existed over many years, Jews who had been able to escape were 
often caught by the local population, and handed over to the Germans. “The 
partisan movement, which always emphasised the cruelty of the German occu- 
piers, seldom mentioned the massacre of the Jews by the Einsatzgru gruppen. It feared 
that the murders could find sympathy among local anti-Semites.” 
Not unexpectedly, Paget felt bound to add his wisdom: 


The Germans regarded the Jews as the rulers of Bolshevism. With regard to 
the Ukraine, this was to some extent the case. The Jews were the only 

people in the Ukraine who stood firmly behind the communist regime. 
They had good reasons, since the communist government was the first of 
its kind in Russia which protected them against pogroms.” 


Paget’s statement is no less beside the point than Manstein’s testimony. 
During the civil war, many pogroms occurred in the Ukraine. Some were organised 
by the Reds, some by the Whites, depending upon who had temporary control of a 
given area. After the civil war, Jews were practically excluded from public functions 
in the Ukraine. At the beginning of the war not a single Jew belonged to the leader- 
ship of the Ukrainian party or held any functions in the Ukrainian government. 
The Jewish Kaganovich had taken good care of their removal during his period as 
first secretary of the Ukrainian communist party. There was not a single Jewish 
partisan unit in the Ukraine. There were units that fought against the Germans, 
others fought both against the Wehrmacht and against the Red Army. After the Red 
Army recaptured Kiev, Army General Vatutin was murdered by one of those units. 
A Ukrainian underground movement remained active until the mid-1950s.”* 

The summit of absurdity was reached by the search list of the ‘advance command 
Moscow’, a sub-command unit of Finsategruppe B, under SS-Oberfithrer, Professor Dr 
Franz Six. The command had the assignment to arrest ‘important personalities’ after the 
German capture of Moscow. The names contained on its list were classified as being 
‘particularly dangerous’ or ‘less dangerous’. The Politburo members, Krushchev and 
Berya, and the Politburo candidate Kossygin, were not even mentioned. Breithaupt, who 
even to-day knows no more about the Soviet Union than Franz Six knew in 1941, 
described the Georgian Berya as having been a Jewish intellectual. He was neither. 

The famous pianist David Gilels was listed as ‘particularly dangerous’. The 
not less renowned violinist, David Oistrakh, was not mentioned. The totally harm- 
less former chess world champion, Dr Emanuel Lasker, who had briefly emigrated 
to the Soviet Union in 1935, was classified as ‘less dangerous’. In 1939 he had 
already left for the USA. The former chief of the Gu/ag administration, Boris 
Berman, was included among the ‘particularly dangerous’. However, by 1938 he 
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had already been shot. The ‘advance command’ from Moscow did not proceed 
beyond Smolensk. Six assisted Einsatzgruppe B in its murders, since it had fallen 
somewhat behind in the prescribed number of victims.” Six was sentenced to 
twenty years by the IMT, Case 9 (The Finsatzgruppen trial). He was set free after a 
few years and spent the remainder of his life in lucrative business ventures, as a 
publisher, executive consultant and marketing expert. 


The three ‘Murder’ orders of the day. 
Feldmarschallvon Reichenau, Generaloberst 
Hoth and General von Manstein 


The Reichenau order of the day 


On 10 October 1941 Feldmarschall von Reichenau, Commander of 6th Army, 
released the following order of the day: 


Subject: Behaviour of the troops in the East: 

There is insufficient clarity about the behaviour required by troops 
toward the Bolshevist system. The main purpose of the war against the 
Jewish- Bolshevist system is the annihilation of all its means of power, and 
the extermination of Asiatic influence upon European culture. 

This confronts the troops with duties that go beyond one-sided tradi- 
tional soldierly norms. The soldier in the East is not only a fighter in 
accordance with the art of war, he is likewise the bearer of a relentless 
popular ideology, and the avenger of all the bestialities committed against 
the German people and nations related to her by common blood. 

Therefore the soldier has to have full understanding of the necessity 
of the just punishment inflicted upon subhuman Jewry. It is likewise 
necessary to put down any attempts of uprising in the rear, which are 
usually instigated by Jews. 

The battle against the enemy behind the front is not taken seriously 
enough. Malicious and cruel partisans and degenerate women are still 
treated as prisoners-of-war. Snipers in civilian clothes or wearing parts 
of uniforms, and tramps are treated like decent soldiers and sent to pris- 
oner-of-war camps. Russian officers, who have been captured, tell with a 
sneer of contempt that Soviet agents are roaming peacefully in the 
streets of captured cities and are often fed by German field kitchens. 
Such an attitude by the troops is simply thoughtless. Time has now 
come for their superiors to awake them to the requirements of the 
present struggle. 

Giving food at field kitchens to the civilian population and to pris- 
oners-of-war who are not performing work for the Wehrmacht, is just as 
much a misunderstood humanity as the giving away of cigarettes and 
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bread. The soldier is not allowed to give away to the enemy what the 
homeland lacks under great privations, and what has been carried to the 
front with the greatest difficulty. This prohibition also extends to goods 
captured from the enemy. They are a necessary part of our catering. 

During their retreat the Soviets had set many buildings ablaze. The 
troops are only interested in extinguishing the fires, if the buildings can be 
preserved as their quarters. In all other eventualities, the destruction of 
symbols of the former Bolshevist system, even buildings, is part of the 
framework of the war of destruction. Historic or artistic considerations 
cannot be given consideration in the East. Command will issue the neces- 
sary orders for preserving raw material resources and production entities 
that are necessary to our war effort. 

Disarmament of the population, in the rear of the fighting troops, has 
total precedence, given the difficult transportation conditions to the front. 
Whenever possible, captured arms and equipment have to be carefully 
preserved and put under guard. If combats do not permit this, all captured 
arms and equipment have to be immediately destroyed. If armed partisans 
are discovered in the rear, draconian measures must be implemented. Such 
measures must also extend to male civilians who could have had the possi- 
bility to avoid armed attempts or to stay away from them. The indifference, 
shown by many who pretend to be hostile to Bolshevism, has to give way to a 
clear decision to actively participate in the fight against it. If this does not 
happen, no one has the right to complain if he is considered to be an adherent 
to the Soviet system and treated as such. Fear of German measures must be 
stronger than apprehension of the loose remainder of Red Army units. 

While remaining remote from future political considerations, the 
soldiers have to comply with two overriding duties: 


1. Total destruction of Bolshevist heresy, the Soviet State and its Army. 


2. Merciless annihilation of alien maliciousness and cruelty, thus preserving 
the security and life of the German Wehrmacht in Russia. 


Only in this manner will we be true to our historic mission, to liberate 
the German people for all time to come from the Asiatic-Jewish peril. 

From the Commander in Chief. Signed: von Reichenau, 
Generalfeldmarschall.”” 


On 28 October 1941, OKH communicated the Reichenau order to the three 
Army Group Commanders in the East with an accompanying letter: 


By order of the Commander in chief of the Army, an order of the day by 
the Commander of 6th Army about the conduct of the troops in the East 
is attached, which the Fihrer considers to be excellent. The Commanders 
are requested to issue orders of a similar content, if this has not already 
been done. Signed: Wagner, by order” 
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Feldmarschall von Rundstedt, Commander of Army Group South, wrote to 
three of his Army Commanders, von Manstein—1 1th Army, Hoth—-17th Army, 
von Kleist- 1st Panzer Army, and his Koriick, that he was ‘in full agreement’ with 
Reichenau’s order of the day. He asked them to ‘consider’ issuing similar orders, 
provided they had not already done so under their own initiative, after adapting 
them to local considerations.” 

Einsategruppe C, which operated in the area of Reichenau’s 6th Army was 
particularly elated: 


As far as the future is concerned, we can certainly expect active support by 
6th Army. Feldmarschall von Reichenau has clearly indicated in his order 
of 10 October 1941 that a Red Army soldier has to be considered as being 
a representative of Bolshevism and treated as such.” 


The wording of the Reichenau order shows the same anomaly as the commu- 
nication of the ‘Commissar order’ by the high commanders to their subordinates. 
A General gives orders to his troops, he does not ask for their understanding. He 
assumes that his soldiers understand him, if they do not, they have to obey without 
understanding. Krausnick voices the opinion that some younger officers were 
outraged at the actions of the Einsatzgruppen and that Reichenau wanted to call 
them to order. In other terms, it was not the generals, who swore after the war 
that they had known nothing, but younger officers and soldiers, who had opposed 
the murders of the Finsatzgruppen and who had to be corrected by the generals in 
their ‘erroneous’ views. 

Reichenau was not a client of Paget, so there was no need for Paget to concern 
himself with his order of the day. But since Reichenau’s order served as model for 
Manstein’s order of the day, Paget could not refrain from commenting on it in a 
particularly distasteful manner: 


Just let us replace German hatred with our own. We could have easily 
issued the following document. In their attitude toward the Nazi-system, 
our soldiers are less than mindful of their duties. They have always to be 
aware that the main purpose of our war against the Prussian Nazi-system 
is the total elimination of its diabolical influence upon Europe’s cultural 
life. The soldiers are therefore faced with duties that reach far beyond 
normal military concepts. The soldier is no longer a simple combatant, he 
likewise embodies the democratic ideal. He is the avenger of all the cruel- 
ties committed by the Germans. The soldiers must be conscious of their 
duty to exercise a strong but at the same time just retribution upon the 
German Huns. 


Paget asks: “Does that sound much different from the stuff we distributed in 
1944 and 1945"?"! 
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Es wird daher im Winter kein volliger Stillstand der Operationen eintreten . Unmogliches wird der Fuhrer 
auch hierbei von deutschen Soldaten nicht fordern. Kein deutscher Truppenverband wird dem russischen 
Winter geopfert werden... 


Wir wissen jetzt , daf§ wir gegen erbitterte und zahe Gegner zu kampfen haben . Dieser Kampf kann nur mit 
der Vernichtung des einen oder des anderen enden ; einen Ausgleich gibt es nicht . 


Rufland ist nicht ein europdaischer , sondern ein asiatischer Staat . Jeder Schritt in dieses freudlose , 
geknechtete Land lehrt diesen Unterschied . Von diesem Druck und den zerst6renden Kraften des 
Bolschewismus mUussen Europa und insbesondere Deutschland fur alle Zeit freigemacht werden . “ 


Dann der Befehl Hoths : 


Ich verlange , daf$ jeder Soldat der Armee, stolz auf unsere Erfolge , durchdrungen ist von dem Gefthl 
unbedingter Uberlegenheit . Wir sind die Herren dieses Landes , das wir erobert haben... Mitleid und 
Weichheit gegenlber der Bevolkerung ist vollig fehl am Platz... 


“Die Notwendigkeit harter Mafnahmen gegen volks - und artfremde Elemente 

mussen gerade von den Soldaten verstanden werden .. . Diese Kreise sind die geistigen Stiitzen des 
Bolschewismus , die Zutrager seiner Mordorganisation , die Helfer der Partisanen . Es ist die gleiche 
judische Menschenklasse , die auch unser Vaterland durch ihr volks - und kulturfeindliches Wesen soviel 
geschadet hat , heute in der ganzen Welt deutschfeindliche Stromungen fordert und Trager der Rache sein 
will. Ihre Ausrottung ist ein Gebot der Selbsterhaltung . Wer als Soldat an diesen Mafsnamen Kritik bt , hat 
kein Gedachtnis fiir die fruhere , jahrelange 

zersetzende und verraterische Tatigkeit judisch - bolschewistischer Elemente in 

unserem eigenen Volke . ”846 


Hoths Schwachsinn tritt in jedem seiner Satze hervor . Der Deutsche ist zum Herrenmenschen geboren und 
ist , dank der Uberlegenheit seiner Rasse , zur Fuhrung Europas vorbestimmt . Wenn der Russe von sich aus 
sein ,, wertloses Leben “ hinwirft , wozu braucht er dann die Hilfe des deutschen Soldaten , um es zu 
beenden ? Wie sehr die Rote Armee noch zu groferen Operationen und zusammenhangendem 

Widerstand fahig war , mufSte Hoth am eigenen Leibe wenige Wochen spater bei der russischen 
Gegenoffensive bei Moskau erfahren . Bei Stalingrad 1942 und bei Kursk 1943 wurde seine Armee 
vernichtend geschlagen . Wie wenig auf den russischen Winter Ruicksicht genommen wurde, hat der 
unzureichend bekleidete deutsche Soldat bereits im Winter 1941 sptUren mUussen. 
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Manstein’s order of the day of November 20, 1941. 


The soldier has to show understanding for the harsh punishment 
meted out to Jewry, the spiritual flag bearer of Bolshevist terror. This 
punishment is necessary, to nip in the bud all attempts of uprisings that 
are mostly inspired by Jews. Commanders of all ranks have to keep their 
soldiers constantly aware of the spirit of the present struggle. Lack of 
reflection must not be permitted to aid the Bolshevist struggle in the rear 
of the front line. 
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einer klaren Entscheidung zur aktiven Mitarbeit gegen den Bolschewismus weichen . Wo sie nicht 
besteht , muss sie durch entsprechende Massnahmen erzwungen werden . 
Die freiwillige Mitarbeit am Aufbau des besetzten Landes bedeutet flr die Erreichung unserer 
wirtschaftlichen und politischen Ziele eine absolute Notwendigkeit . Sie hat eine gerechte 
Behandlung aller nichtbolschewistischen Teile der Bevélkerung , diez. T . jahrelang gegen den 
Bolschewismus heldenhaft gekampft haben , zur Voraussetzung . 
Die Herrschaft in diesem Lande verpflichtet uns zur Leistung , zur Harte gegen sich selbst und zur 
Zuruckstellung der Person. Die Haltung jedes Soldaten wird dauernd beobachtet . Sie macht eine 
feindliche Propaganda zur Unmdglichkeit oder gibt Ansatz ) punkte fiir sie . Nimmt der Soldat auf 
dem Lande dem Bauern die letzte Kuh , die Zuchtsau , das letzte Huhn oder das Saatgut , so kann eine 
Belebung der Wirtschaft nicht erreicht werden . 
Bei allen Massnahmen ist nicht der augenblickliche Erfolg entscheidend . Alle Massnahmen miissen 
deshalb auf ihre Dauerwirkung gepruft werden. Achtung vor den religidsen Gebrauchen , besonders 
der der mohamedanischen Tartaren , muss verlangt werden . Im Verfolg dieser Gedanken kommt 
neben anderen durch die spatere Verwaltung durchzufiihrenden Massnahmen der 
propagandistischen Aufklarung der Bevolkerung , der Forderung der personlichen Initiative z.B. 
durch Pramien , der weitgehenden Heranziehung der Bevolkerung zur Partisanenbekampfung und 
dem Ausbau der einheimischen Hilfspolizei erhohte Bedeutung zu. 
Zur Erreichung dieses Zieles muss gefordert werden : 
Aktive Mitarbeit der Soldaten beim Kampf gegen den Feind im Rucken Bei Nacht keine einzelnen 
Soldaten , Alle Fahrzeuge mit ausreichender Bewaffnung , Selbstbewusste , nicht Uberhebliche 
Haltung aller Soldaten , Zurtickhaltung gegeniiber Gefangenen 
und dem anderen Geschlecht , Kein Verschwenden von Lebensmitteln . 
Mit aller Schdrfe ist einzuschreiten : 

Gegen Willkiir und Eigennutz , 

Gegen Verwilderung und Undisziplin , 

Gegen jede Verletzung der soldatischen Ehre . 


Verteiler : Der Oberbefehlshaber : 
bis Rgt . und v. Manstein 
selbst. Btl . 


Mansteins Tagesbefehl vom 20 . November 1941 an die 11. Armee 
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to such parts of the population that have been fighting heroically against 
Bolshevism over many years. 

Our domination of this country makes it incumbent upon us to show 
performance and hardness towards ourselves, and to refrain from consid- 
eration of individuals. The behaviour of our soldiers is under constant 
observation. It has to render enemy propaganda invalid and prevent any 
such attempts. If a soldier takes the last cow, the last chicken, the last 
breeding sow, or the last seeds from the farmer, the economy cannot be 
revitalised. 

Immediate results of our measures are not a cornerstone of our 
success. Future and lasting effects have to be taken into account. 

Religious customs, especially those of the Muslim Tartars, have to be 
respected. 

Future measures of the administration have to be assisted by explana- 
tions of propaganda to the population, and by the encouragement of local 
initiatives, such as premiums, increasing participation in the fight against 
partisans, and the development of a local police force. 

Our aim requires: Active co-operation by the soldier against the 
enemy in the rear. Every vehicle has to be provided with sufficient arms. 
Attitude towards the population must be self-conscious, restraint has to 
be shown towards prisoners-of-war and women, waste of foodstuff must 
be prohibited. No arbitrariness, no selfishness, no unruliness and lack of 
discipline, and no violation of soldierly honour.” 

To be distributed down to Battalion level. 

Signed: The Commander in chief v. Manstein” 


Manstein was less aggressive than some of Reichenau’s statements about the 
civilian population, but he was more violent than Reichenau in his appeals for 
measures against the Jews. Manstein demanded respect for religious customs, espe- 
cially those of the Muslim Tartars. That sentence gave Paget the opportunity to 
charge Manstein with the responsibility of the later fate of the Tartars: “The best 
proof Manstein’s humane policy is that the Bolshevists found it necessary to deport 
most of the Crimea’s population to Siberia after the war. Poor guys (sic)”’ Of 
course, Manstein had no responsibility for the future tragedy of the Tartars. They 
were one of the nations, like the Balkars, the Chechens, the Ingushi, the Kalmycks, 
the Karachai, who were collectively deported to Siberia in 1944, after the Red 
Army had re-occupied their territories. 

Did Manstein believe his own nonsense that the Wehrmacht defended itself 
against the Jews and not against the “remaining units of the Red Army still capable 
of fighting”? That was obviously unthinkable. He happened to be Commander of 
the 11th Army that had to defend itself against the “remaining units of the Red 
Army still capable of fighting”. He could hardly convince his troops, who had to 
fight the remnants of Red Army in the rear of the former front, after Manstein’s 
first offensive on the Crimea had turned into failure. Had the Jews possessed the 
strength that Manstein attributes to them, they had not become the victims of the 


83 BA-MA, RH 20-11/519 
84 Paget, p. 57 


314 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


smallish Einsategruppen, but would have destroyed them with ease. Apparently 
Manstein succeeded in convincing Wohler. 
Wohler testified at his trial: 


If this attempt on our Army or some other step occurred — I assume that 
such a thing had indeed taken place — one has to assume that the ‘intelli- 
gentsia’ must have had prior knowledge of such plans and participated in 
their execution.” 


Apparently Wéhler ignored the fact that the Russian ‘intelligentsia’ was 
almost totally concentrated in Moscow and Leningrad and could not be found in 
the small Crimean townships. Wohler was looked on as a capable chief-of-staff. He 
should have known something about the distribution of the Crimean population 
that was under control of his Army. Wohler added in his testimony: “In Germany, 
we have had the misfortune to experience the Jewish-Bolshevist system at close 
range in the years following the end of the First World War.”® It seemed that 
Wohler had not sufficient intelligence of his own to know that the German Jewish 
intelligentsia had made an essential contribution to the ‘golden years’ of the 
Weimar Republic, before the Third Reich put an end to all creative German 
culture. Like many German officers, he had apparently concentrated his mental 
efforts exclusively on military details. 

When Manstein was confronted with his ‘order of the day’ at his trial, the 
“New York Herald’ wrote: “Erich von Manstein shifted uneasily when the prose- 
cutor showed him a copy of the document.”*” Manstein’s first reply was that he 
could not remember it. “I have to state that I have no recollection whatsoever of 
this document.”” 

Given the far-reaching importance of that order, this is more than surprising, 
especially if Manstein’s exceptional memory of unimportant details is taken into 
account. In Soldatenleben, he devoted pages to his visits to Russia, gives a detailed 
description of the apartment of General Uborevitch in a house ‘exceptionally’ 
equipped with a lift and who employed a home servant. He also wrote at length 
about a gala dinner, during which Marshal Budennyi constantly drank his health, 
after having removed the bottles of mineral water and exclaimed: “Nix Narsan, 
only Schampanski”.” In Verlorene Siege, he wrote in detail about every castle in 
which he spent his nights during the battle for France. He mentions one castle 
owned by the liquor manufacturer Cointreau, that contained a painting showing 
Cointreau surrounded by leading statesmen of the world. He found it so tasteless 
that he had it removed.” When his memory was refreshed by the tribunal, 
Manstein engaged in increasingly muddled accounts: 


I now recall that I received the Reichenau order with an accompanying 
letter from Rundstedt. When I received the order, I took no steps at all. I 
did not like it, and, on account of the relations of close confidence that I 
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had with Feldmarschall von Rundstedt, I believed that I could wait, since 
Feldmarschall von Rundstedt would probably come to see me in the near 
fucure. On that occasion, I intended to discuss the matter with him and to 
tell him that I did not like the order, and that I would not pass it on. I was 
always opposed to orders of propaganda. They are harmful to discipline, 
and, as a soldier, I oppose any kind of propaganda. 

I received the same order again from OKH at a later date. At that time 
I was involved in a very heavy battle around Izyum and I had no time for 
such matters. When tension decreased, I ordered my Ic to draft an order 
somewhat similar to the one by General von Reichenau. At that time, 
partisan danger had increased on the Crimea and I had to warn the troops. 
Later, I heard that Reichenau had issued his order after one of his divi- 
sional headquarters in Kiev had been blown up by partisans. [Manstein 
confused the dates. The headquarters in question had been blown up 
more than a month before Reichenau issued his order, the massacre at 
Babi Yar took place as a reprisal.] Before I issued my own order, a Roma- 
nian headquarters was blown up. My Ic then submitted a draft order to 
me that had followed the general lines of the Reichenau order. I still did 
not like it and requested that the last sentences were removed. But I have 
to point out that the sentence “has to be exterminated” refers to the 
system and not to human beings.” 


It can be doubted if such subtleties were understood by the soldiers. In any case, 
they were certainly not grasped by the soldiers of 11th Army, who actively partici- 
pated in the elimination of human beings. In a conversation with fellow Generals in 
the prisoner of war camp Trent Park, which was monitored by the British, General 
von Choltitz, in 1941 a Lieutenant Colonel and commander of Infantry Regiment 
16 in 11th Army said: “The most difficult task of my career, which I fulfilled with the 
greatest possible consequence, was the liquidation of the Jews” ”” 

Streit wrote: 


With regard to Manstein, one is entitled to ask what an Army 
commander, who had listened to Hitler’s speech of 30 March 1941, and 
who had not remained isolated from what had happened during the war 
in the East, could have had concretely in mind, when he wrote about the 
harsh punishment meted out to Jewry for which the soldier had to show 
understanding. ” 


In a letter to his wife, Manstein wrote: 


“Then they showed me an order of the day, issued by 11th Army. It was 
obviously intended to show my untrustworthiness. It was a kind of propa- 
ganda order that I had never liked, but which apparently had been written 
by my Ic and then signed by me. I simply could not remember it at all. 
But in the last part, I had explicitly insisted against any arbitrariness or 
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violation of soldiers’ honour, therefore the order of the day certainly must 
be seen in a positive light.” 


Manstein claims that he had not written the first part of his order concerning 
the Jews but at his trial he identified himself with its content: “The part concerning 
the Jews is entirely correct. Undoubtedly it is not exaggerated.”” 

As to the second part of his order about which Manstein expresses pride, 
Martin Oldenburg writes: 


Manstein only opposed wanton confiscations by his troops while combats 
were still proceeding and he was interested in a quiet rear area. When 
Sevastopol was about to fall in June 1942, Manstein gave the order to 
confiscate the ‘last cows’ in order to provide meat for his soldiers. Obvi- 
ously at this point Manstein had no more interest in the well-being of the 
civilian population. Manstein’s successor as territorial commander of the 
Crimea, General Franz Mattenklott, had to face the new situation. In a 
letter to Heeresgruppe South of September 6, 1942, Mattenklott warned 
against making promises which could not be kept.” 


When Manstein was asked if he knew that Jews had been shot as a conse- 
quence of his order of the day, he replied: 


Soldiers, who had happened to be eyewitnesses to such occurrences, did 
not report them to me at that time. Had I received such a report, 1 would 
have intervened immediately. Perhaps there was such fear of the SS, that 
soldiers, instead of immediately reporting the Schweinerei to me, have 
kept it to themselves and waited until now to come out with the truth.” 


Since Wehrmacht soldiers were subject to Army jurisdiction only and could 
not be deferred before an SS tribunal, they had no cause for ‘such fear’. 

Captain Gunzert was an eyewitness who did not wait ‘until now’. He made an 
immediate report to Manstein, who did not immediately intervene. Better said that 
Manstein did indeed intervene, by telling Captain Gunzert that he refused to inter- 
vene. Friedrich is of the opinion that a soldier who had read Manstein’s order of the 
day, could well look at the Schweinerei as a compliance with his commander's 
order. 

For obvious reasons, post-war literature paid more attention to Manstein’s 
order of the day than to those issued by Reichenau and Hoth. During the 1930s, 
Reichenau was an important personality in the Reichswehr ministry, during the 
Second World War his command of armies and Army Groups was not outstanding 
and he died a few months after having issued his order. 

Hoth was an outstanding Panzer commander. But in the larger historic 
context of the war, he was a nobody. His troops named him the ‘poisoned dwarf’. 
One can therefore doubt if he was popular with his soldiers, although Manstein 
described him as man, who took pleasure in cheerfulness when surrounded by 
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younger officers. Manstein wrote further that Hoth’s soldierly rectitude even 
impressed his judges at the IMT.” How little Hoth impressed his judges can be 
gathered from the minutes of his trial. Apart from Wéhler, no other general was 
subject to more mockery. Hoth had given himself the merit of the postponement 
of a Judenaktion at Artemovsk. His chief-of-staff should have recognised that post- 
ponement was the equivalent of an order forbidding him to proceed, but he did not 
understand that. 
In its verdict against Hoth, the IMT wrote: 


His testimony tends to show that his subordinates should have cathode- 
ray-tubes in their brains, enabling them to grasp the ideas that resulted 
from his honourable character. He thought that they should have the 
courage to disobey an order, while he himself lacked such courage. Either 
the rays which resulted from his character were too weak or the brains of 
his subordinated were not sophisticated enough to comprehend them.” 


Hoth was sentenced to 15 years. 

Manstein was a ‘somebody’. Many who gained knowledge of his ‘order of the 
day’ after the war, are at a loss to understand, because they feel that Manstein 
simply could not have uttered such words. Lieutenant General Bundeswehr Freytag 
von Loringhoven states on Knopp’s video: “This is simply incomprehensible. I 
could never imagine that this was written by Manstein:” Since the existence of the 
order could not be denied, explanations were searched for as Manstein’s defenders 
found it difficult to come to terms with. General Winfrid Martini criticizes the fact 
that Manstein repeated some of Reichenau’s indecent expressions but added that 
he was left with no choice.'*' This was not so, since Rundstedt’s request (Bitte) was 
not worded in the manner in which high-ranking officers gave orders to each other. 
In such cases, ‘I order’ was always replaced by ‘/ch bitte’. Rundstedt’s Bitte 
suggested merely to his Army commanders that they consider issuing an order 
resembling the Reichenau order. 

Manstein had a simple choice. He was not compelled to issue an order, he 
should never have allowed himself to issue it. Only Manstein and Hoth had 
followed Reichenau’s example in issuing similar orders of the day of their own. 
All the other Army commanders either ignored the Reichenau order, or some 
transmitted it as an appendix with no comments of their own. General von 
Mackensen, commander of III Motorized Corps, wrote an order of his own, 
which was the opposite of the vulgarity of the orders by Reichenau, Manstein and 
Hoth. Mackensen strongly blamed the conduct of the troops and other German 
institutions in the East. They had put an end to the attitude of parts of the local 
population that, at first, had taken a positive view of the German invaders. Not 
every Russian, who looked like a Bolshevik, could be looked on as an enemy. Offi- 
cers should exercise care when receiving denunciations. ‘”” 

In 1969, Manstein’s past again caught up with him. The prosecutor’s office in 
Bonn asked the Central Office for War Crimes at Ludwigsburg if there was mate- 
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rial available concerning Manstein. The Ludwigsburg office transmitted a copy of 
Manstein’s order of the day and the minutes of his testimony at his trial. The Bonn 
prosecutor initiated an investigation against Manstein on grounds of “suspicion of 
murder’ and trasmitted the file to the prosecutor's office at Munich. The Munich 
prosecutor suspended the investigation in a preliminary manner (underlined in the 
original), because the treaty between the Allied occupation authorities and the 
German Federal public forbade prosecution by German courts of actions already 
tried by Allied courts. The word ’preliminary’ referred to the possibility that this 
treaty might be changed in the future.'” 

Halder stated at Nuremberg that all Army commanders should simply have 
thrown the Reichenau order into the fire. After the war, the German generals 
suddenly knew what they should have done. When Reichenau issued his order of 
the day, Halder transmitted it to the armies with his warm recommendations, and 
added that Hitler had found it to be excellent. Klaus Hammel wrote in Soldaten der 
Wehrmacht, that 


Manstein’s order was certainly not a page of glory in the annals of German 
military history. The argument was advanced by some, that such incred- 
ible sentences were simply a preamble, and that they were intended to 
encourage the troops to act in a correct manner, by employing a National- 
Socialist style. But that argument can be dismissed as a glossing over of 
facts. But an appreciation of Manstein’s personality must also take into 
account the leaflet that he had written himself and ordered to be inserted 
in the service book of every soldier of his Army.” 


Hammel refers to Manstein’s “Ten Commandments’ to his troops in Russia in 
which he admonishes them to behave in a chivalrous manner towards the popula- 
tion.'°> Hammel’s chapter is yet one more example of the many shortcomings in 
Die Soldaten der Wehrmacht, where inessential is opposed to essential. Manstein’s 
‘Ten Commandments’ are lofty, but no one is compelled to observe them. The 
“Ten Commandments of the Bible’ are likewise not universally observed. A man, 
who does not follow them, turns into a sinner. Little if any chivalrous conduct by 
the Germans in Russia remains on record. 

On 29 August 1942, the Ukrainian Archbishop, Count Andreas Scheptycky, 


wrote to the Pope: 


When the German Army appeared to liberate us from the Bolshevist yoke, we 
experienced at first a feeling of some relief. But that lasted no more than one or 
two months. Step by step, the Germans introduced their regime of incredible 
terror and corruption. Today, the people feel that the German regime is even 
worse, worse in a diabolical manner than Bolshevism, It simply appears that a 
band of madmen or of rabid dogs have descended upon the poor population.’ 
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Pius XII. antwortete mit einem seiner Ublichen nichtssagenden Briefe . 


Hammels Kapitel beschrankt sich nicht auf Manstein und dessen Gesinnung , 

sondern es gilt den Kompetenzen und dem Verhalten der Truppe im 

ruckwartigen Heeresgebiet . Daher hatten Mansteins zehn Geboten auch die zehn Gebote Keitels 
entgegengestellt werden miussen , ,, Richtlinien fir das Verhalten der Truppe in Ru@land “ , die der spatere 
Widerstandler Carl - Heinrich von StUlpnagel zu Beginn von Barbarossa an die Truppen seiner 17 . Armee 
verteilen lie& und deren Wortlaut der Rede Hitlers vom 30. Marz 1941 gleichkam . 868 


Ob der Tagesbefehl Mansteins wirklicher Gesinnung entsprach oder nicht , 

ist unwesentlich . Mansteins Gesinnung entsprach er zweifellos nicht , aber wesentlich ist nur , da& 

er ihn erlie& . Selbst Paget , dem es sonst nie an Phantasie mangelt , findet es schwer , sich mit Mansteins 
Befehl zurechtzufinden : 


, Dies war der einzige Befehl mit Mansteins Unterschrift , 
und sogar von ihm behauptet die Anklagebehorde , dafS er zu beanstanden sei . 


“869 In einem Aufsatz Uber Manstein schreibt Enrico Syring , 


,-.. dal es vorstellbar sei , dafs sich Manstein Uber diese Anbiederung an den Nationalsozialismus 
nachdriicklich flr hOhere Aufgaben empfehlen wollte , denn immerhin fallt auf , da der Armeebefehl just 
zu dem Zeitpunkt erging , an dem die Entlassung des Oberbefehlshaber des Heeres absehbar und Manstein 
bereits als moéglicher Nachfolger Brauchitschs gehandelt wurde . “ 870 


Solche Spekulationen sind eigentlich unerheblich . Wesentlich ist nur, dafs es den Befehl gab , dafs ihm 
Folge geleistet wurde und dafg Manstein durch ihn zu einem Vollstrecker des Genozids wurde . Die 
Einsatzgruppen allgemein . Die Einsatzgruppe D und Otto Ohlendorf 
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and C consisted of approximately 1,000 men each. The smaller Einsatzgruppe D 
numbered 600. 

Every Einsatzgruppe worked through sub-units, the Sonderkommandos (Sk) 
and the Einsatzkommandos (Ek). The ‘advance command Moscow’ was renamed 
Sk 70, after it was halted at Smolensk. The Sk followed the front line troops 
closely. The Ek operated in the rear. On the Crimean peninsula, front and rear 
were seldom separated and the Ek of Einsatzgruppe D were employed alongside, 
with its Sk. Einsatzgruppe D consisted of Sk 10 a, commanded by Seetzen, later by 
Christmann. Sk 10 b, was commanded successively by Persterer and Jedamcyk. Sk 
lla, commanders were Zapp, Nach and Herrmann. Sk 11b, commanders were 
Miiller, Dr Braune and Schulz. Ek 12, was Nosske followed by Herrmann and 
Schulz. When massacres took place in small townships or villages, with relatively 
few Jewish inhabitants, the Sk and Ek were in turn divided into sub-units of 10-15 
men, who rejoined their centres after completing their murders. 

The commanders of the Einsategruppen, the Sk, and the Ek were intellectuals with 
an academic level above most Wehrmacht commanders. Franz Six was a university 
professor, Dr Rasch held two doctorates. Dr Braune, who conducted the murders at 
Simferopol and Eupatoria was already, at age 32, a high ranking official at the German 
ministry of the interior. Woldemar Klingelhéfer, who succeeded Six as commander of 
Sk 70, was a well known opera singer. Ernst Biberstein, who commanded Ek 6 at 
Einsategruppe C, was a Protestant priest. Paul Blobel, who had commanded the Babi 
Yar massacre, and was responsible for the disposal of the victims’ bodies, was an archi- 
tect of repute. That men of such calibre joined the Einsatzgruppen is not too surprising. 
Many intellectuals are known to have become eager followers of any regime. 

The ordinary soldiers in the Sk and the Ek were partially recruited from police 
battalions. A number had been declared unfit for military service, others were simply 
‘trash’. Few were professional criminals, most were ‘simply ordinary men’ (Christopher 
Browning), who had turned into ‘willing executioners’ (Daniel Goldhagen). 

After the war, the “Milgram Test’ was conducted with the help of electrical 
equipment at the University of Yale. “Teachers’ pressed electrical buttons in a 
closed room, and transmitted the shocks to ‘students’ in another room. The ‘test’ 
has shown that men totally void of criminal instincts, could become ready to obey 
orders, including murder, if the experiment was repeated often enough. At the end 
of the experiment, 60% of the ‘students’ were ready to obey every order. 

Héhne comments: 


The real horror, in the total bestiality of the murder of the Jews, was that 
thousands of otherwise honest family men, eagerly engaged in organised 
murder. They felt satisfied at the day’s end to have acted as law-abiding, 
ordinary citizens, who would never consider straying away from the 
virtues of their private lives. The sadism was only one of the elements of 
the massacres. It was not even desired by the SS leadership. On the 
contrary, Himmler was fascinated by the idea that the murders had to be 
accomplished in a clean, factual manner. The SS man had to commit 
murder, ordered from above, in a personally decent fashion." 


111 Héhne, p.351 
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Paget views the men of the Einsatzgruppen as representatives of the remains of 
Christian tradition (!): “These men were simply not bad enough to persist in their 
deeds. The criminal Nazi-system had tried to eradicate every trace of Christianity, 
but it had not entirely succeeded.”'" 

The duties of the Einsatzgruppen, and the general principles of their co-opera- 
tion with the Wehrmacht, were first laid out in the “Wagner-Heydrich agreement’. 
It was signed on 28 April 1941, between Generalmajor Eduard Wagner, Chief 
Quartermaster at OKH and SS-Obergruppenfiihrer Reinhardt Heydrich, head of 
the SD.''? Wagner participated in the 20 July plot and committed suicide on 21 
July 1944. Heydrich, who had been appointed Reichsprotektor in the Czechoslovak 
Protectorate in 1942, was killed in Prague by Czech partisans in that same year. 
The agreement did not contain details about the tasks of the Einsatagruppen. They 
can be summed up as the organised killing of all communist functionaries, ‘Asiatic 
inferiors’, gypsies, and Jews. 

The first orders to the Einsatagruppen were given verbally. Curiously, the word 
‘order’ is totally absent from the Wagner-Heydrich agreement. This enabled 
Ohlendorf to construct a line of defence at the Einsategruppen trial. A detailed 
description is given by Angrick.'* Ohlendorf claimed that the order to murder all 
Jews was given orally at Pretsch, where the Einsategruppen received their training. 
Ohlendorf added that the order was given orally by SS-Gruppenfiibrer Bruno 
Streckenbach, head of the personnel department at RSHA. Streckenbach was 
considered a useful alibi since he was a prisoner of war in Russia and Ohlendorf was 
apparently convinced that the Russians would execute him. Ohlendorf felt that he 
could claim that he and his comrades had acted upon higher order. “They can’t 
hang all of us”. However Streckenbach returned from captivity and immediately 
denied the statements attributed to him. 

A letter, signed by Heydrich on 2 July 1941, contained the first details in 
writing: 


The following must be executed: 


All functionaries of the Komintern and all professional politicians in the 
ranks of the Communist party. 


Senior, medium rank and radical functionaries of the Party Central 


Committee and of the regional and provincial committees. 
Peoples Commissars. 
Jews in state and party employment. 


Other radical elements, saboteurs, propagandists, snipers, assassins, agita- 
tors, etc. 


In their own reports, the Einsategruppen left no doubt as to what was expected 
of them. A report from Einsatzgruppe C from October 1941 listed all persons 
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subject to execution. It explained the extent to which they were considered as 
having been guilty, and simply adds, “Jews in general.” '"° 

For functionaries, their former duties were briefly described. 

For Jews a mention of ‘belonging to the Jewish race’ was sufficient.'”” 

Some of the reports would mention additional justification, such as ‘imperti- 
nent and provocative behaviour,’ ‘distribution of pamphlets,’ or ‘unwillingness to 
work.’ But in most cases, no such details were provided, since all Jews were by defi- 
nition subject to execution. 

In a report by Einsatzgruppe C the following persons were listed as subject to 
immediate execution: 


* — Political functionaries, looters and saboteurs, active Communists and bearers 
of political ideology, Jews who have escaped under false pretence from a 
prisoner-of-war camp, agents and informants of the NKVD. 

* Persons who have been guilty of lies and attempts to influence witnesses in 
trials against ethnic Germans. 

* Persons guilty of Jewish sadism and lust for vengeance, undesirable elements, 
members of Russian gangs, partisans. 

* Persons who supplied with food, rebels and agitators, neglected juveniles 
and Jews in general.''*Given this ‘definition’, it is doubtful that there was a 


single citizen of the Soviet Union who was not liable for execution. 


Co-operation between the Wehrmachtand the Einsategruppen were laid out in the 
Wagner-Heydrich agreement and an OKH order, signed by Brauchitsch on 28 April 
1941. Executions by the Sk were to be performed outside the area in which the troops 
were stationed. This soon became more theory than practice, since commanders 
increasingly requested the presence of Einsatzgruppen units in their front line areas. 
Streit described the separation between Wehrmachtand Einsategruppeas being a simple 
cliché.'"” Einsategruppen commandos were instructed to follow the troops at a short 
distance and to report to the commander of the rear area, the Koriick. The nearer the Sk 
came to the front line, reports were no longer sent as routine to the Koriicks, but 
communicated directly to the Ic/AO of the front line units involved. 

A representative of the security police and the SD was attached to the staff of 
every Army to organise ‘centralised steering’ ie zentrale Steuerung of the 
Einsategruppe commandos activities. The representative was usually the chief of 
the Einsategruppe commandos attached to the Army. The commander of the 
Ejinsatzgruppe was its representative with the Koriick, Duties of the representative 
were to bring the instructions of the SS main office (RSHA) to the knowledge of the 
Army commander without delay, and to remain close contact with the Army’s Ic/ 
AO. The Ic/AO was required to co-ordinate the activities of the Einsategruppe with 
his Army’s military requirements. 
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Hier entstand demzufolge die erste direkte Verbindung zwischen den Einsatzgruppen und den Armeen. 
Bereits im Februar 1940 hatte Brauchitsch die Oberbefehlshaber , die der Polenpolitik ablehnend 
gegenuberstanden, angewiesen, die Dinge auch von Himmlers Seite beleuchtet zu betrachten . 883 Die 
Trennung zwischen den Einsatzgruppen und der Kampftruppe wurde schnell zu einer Fiktion , weil das 
Vordringen der Einsatzgruppen in den Kampfraum zunehmend auf ausdriicklichen Wunsch der 
Oberbefehlshaber erfolgte , deren Truppen die Einsatzgruppen einen Teil ihrer Aufgaben abnahmen. 
Streit fuhrt einige Beispiele an: 


» Am 27. Juni 1941 hatte sich ein SK der 291.1ID der Spitze des AOK 18 angeschlossen und am nachsten 
Tag eine Strafaktion gegen Juden durchgefuhrt . 884 Mit dem OB der Panzergruppe 4 , Generaloberst 
Hoepner , und dessen Stab , vereinbarte die Einsatzgruppe A ( Dr. Stahlecker , der auf seine engen 
Beziehungen zu Hoepner hinwies ) , daf§ den vordersten Teilen der fiir den Einmarsch in Leningrad 
vorgesehenen Divisionen Kommandos der Sicherheitspolizei auf ausdrUcklichen Wunsch der 
Panzergruppe beizugeben waren . Im Bereich der Heeresgruppe Mitte war die Zusammenarbeit auch eng . 
Bei den Wehrmachtstellen besteht ein allgemeines Ruf nach Sicherheitspolizei . Man bedient sich gern 
unserer Hilfe . Bei einzelnen groferen Aktionen sind sogar ohne weiteres Truppeneinheiten 

unserer Fuhrung unterstellt worden . 885 Unsere Winsche sind bisher jedesmal erfullt worden. “ 886 


Sehr weit ging auch die Zusammenarbeit zwischen der Heeresgruppe Siid ( Rundstedt ) und den beiden im 
ihrem Bereich operierenden Einsatzgruppen C und D. Die Einsatzgruppe C meldete , da: ,, nach 
Rucksprache mit der Heeresgruppe Einigkeit bestand , samtliche Kommandos in der Nahe der Truppe zu 
bewegen. “ 887 


Vom Beginn ihres Einsatzes an befand sich die Einsatzgruppe niemals im Raum des rickwartigen 
Heeresgebietes . Von der Wehrmacht wurde immer wieder die Bitte ausgesprochen , die SK und EK sollten 
sich mdglichst weit vorne bewegen . 888 Das EK , das im Bereich des AOK 17 ( Stiilpnagel ) operierte , 
meldete , daf$ es bei der Wehrmacht eine rfreulich gute Einstellung gegen die Juden gab . 889 Auch beim 
AOK 11, zu diesem Zeitpunkt noch unter dem Oberbefehl Schoberts , berichtet Ohlendorf Uber 
ausgezeichnete Beziehungen zu den Wehrmachtstellen . 890 Streit hebt hervor , daf es : 


» Weder Himmler noch Heydrich an einem Ubertriebenen Lob der Wehrmachtsflihrung gelegen hatte . Das 
Entgegenkommen des Heeres erscheint daher keineswegs erzwungen. “ 891 

Im September 1941 verlangte die 17 . Armee vom Einsatzkommando 4b , die Juden der Stadt Krementchug 
auszurotten , nachdem Fernsprechkabel der Armee dreimal von unbekannten Tatern zerstort wurden . 892 
Im Dezember 1941 versammelte Halder die Armee - Oberbefehlshaber in Orscha , die ein Loblied auf die 
Einsatzgruppen anstimmten : ,, Diese Leute sind fiir uns Goldes wert , denn sie sichern die ruckwartigen 
Verbindungen und ersparen so die Heranziehung von Truppen fir diese Aufgabe . “ 893 
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use our troops for other purposes.”'”? The urging of the commanders reached such 
an extent that Sturmbannfiihrer Lindow at the SS Main office (RSHA) exclaimed 
angrily: “The secret state police does not have to play the part of the executioner of 
the Wehrmacht.’ 


The methods used in the murders 
Krausnick described one of the standard actions: 


Weare in 1941. At one township in the occupied Soviet Union, a number 
of men, women and children, unarmed citizens of the occupied areas, are 
informed by special bodies of the National-Socialist system of power, that 
they will be resettled. They had already been registered. Now they are 
ordered to assemble in the market square and to deposit their valuables as 
a ‘precautionary measure’. They are then put on lorries and made to 
believe that they will be transported to their resettlement destination. 
However, the lorry suddenly halts at a place in open fields. Until that 
moment, the commanders are eager to let the victims believe in the reset- 
tlement. As long as this lasts, they have an easy game. If they succeeded in 
maintaining their deception until the last moment, they would proudly 
report their ‘skilful organisation.’ 

But now, the camouflage disappears. Close to the place where the 
lorries come to a halt, a deep anti-tank ditch or a mass grave has already 
been dug. The victims are ordered to undress until they are naked. They 
are then led to the edge of the ditch, told to remain standing or to kneel 
down and are shot. Bodies that do not fall into the ditch, after being shot, 
are pushed or thrown into it. If this procedure appears too complicated, 
the victims are ordered to jump into the ditch, drop to their knees and are 
then shot. At the end, the head of the command or his deputy tries to 
make sure that all are dead, if he has doubts, he fires a bullet into their 
head. 


When the Germans attacked Russia, the Russian Jews were unaware of what 
lay in store for them. During the years of appeasement, the Soviet press did not 
report the anti-Semitic policies of the Third Reich. Foreign newspapers and maga- 
zines were not available to the Russian people. 95% of the Russian Jews, approxi- 
mately 5 million people, still lived in the former area of settlement. During the 
Czarist years, Jews were not allowed to live in the major cities, unless they had 
obtained an academic degree with distinction, or were able to pay the taxes 
imposed on merchants of the first guild. After the revolution, limitations on the 
right of residence were lifted, and intellectual Jews moved to the large cities. The 
majority, mostly farmers and small craftsmen, remained in ‘the pale’. 

Recollections of the First World War had persisted. Then, the Germans had 
pursued a friendly policy towards the Jews in Russia,. The Jews were regarded by 
the Imperial German government and Army as allies, against the Czarist regime 
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and its pogroms. Moreover the Germans were eager to retain the support of Amer- 
ican Jewry who had opposed American entry into the war as an ally of Czarist 
Russia. 

When the Imperial German Army penetrated a Russian township, posters 
were immediately displayed in Yiddish and were signed by Ludendorff, “To my 
dear Jews.’ When the Red Army entered Poland in 1939, thousands of Jews fled 
into the provinces occupied by the Germans. The first German troops that entered 
the Soviet Union were looked on by the Jews as liberators from the Soviet yoke. 
Last minute warnings by the Soviet authorities were ignored. 

When the Prince Friedrich Theodor zu Sayn und Wittgenstein appeared at 
Kamenka on a government mission, he was greeted by a Jewish delegation with a 
proclamation: 


We, the citizens of Kamenka, which was formerly part of the estate of 
your ancestors under whose protection the Jews prospered, welcome your 
arrival. We wish you long life and fortune. We hope that the Jewish popu- 
lation will continue to live in safety under your protection, and enjoy the 
same sympathy bestowed on it by your blessed ancestors. We hope that 
you will likewise take the sympathy and the gratitude into account, which 
the Jewish population has always shown your illustrious family.” 


The Prince was not impressed. He told the Jews that they were an evil, and he 
requested the town commander to make them wear the Jewish star and do hard 
labour without payment.'*? 

On 12 July 1941, Schréter, a Sonderfiihrer, (a functionary, who was conferred 
an ad hoc military rank for a determined period), reported to the 
Reichskommissariat Ostland: 


The Jews are ignorant of our attitude. They know nothing about how 
they are treated in Germany or in Warsaw, although quite close. They ask 
us if we would make a difference between them and other Russian citi- 
zens. While they do not expect that they will enjoy the same rights as 
other Russians, they trust that they will be left in peace, if they diligently 


pursue their work.’ 


As soon as news of the killings by Einsatzgruppean began to spread, a massive 
flight started. The commanders of the Finsatzgruppe had to increasingly report, 
‘with regret’, that not sufficient Jewish victims were left in the cities. Einsatzgruppe 
B reported on 15 August 1941: 


The intellectual Jews in the cities have been able to flee as our armies 
advanced. It will therefore be hardly possible to proceed with the elimina- 
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tion in the same numbers as at present. The Jewish element has been very 


much reduced.” 


‘Hardly possible’, perhaps, but still, sufficient Jews were left to kill close on 1 
million, 


Otto Ohlendorf 


The most detailed biography of Ohlendorf is given by Héhne, in his book about 
the SS. A recent German-American anthology about leading SS-figures contains a 
chapter about Ohlendorf by the American historian David Kiterman. Kiterman 
had several talks with Ohlendorf's widow. He was allowed to see Ohlendorf’s 
correspondence with his wife before and during the war, and also in the last 
months of his life, while he awaited his execution. '*° 

Ohlendorf was born in 1907, the fourth son of a farmer. Even at school, he 
developed an active interest in politics and became a member of the right-wing 
Deutschnationale Volkspartei. In 1925, while still at high school, he joined the 
NSDAP with the low membership number of 6,531, which entitled him to wear 
the golden party badge. 

Ohlendorf studied law, economics and constitutional science at three German 
universities. At Kiel he was a student of Professor Jens Jessen who, at that time, was 
close to the party. Later Jessen became a prominent member of the civilian ‘resis- 
tance’ and was hanged after 20 July. His widow told Kiterman that she was very 
bitter when Ohlendorf refused to come to the help of her husband in spite of her 
many entreaties.'*” After Ohlendorf graduated as a junior lawyer, Jessen arranged a 
one year scholarship for him at the university of Pavia. Ohlendorf had intended to 
write a doctoral thesis about the political and corporate aspects of Fascism, and 
then embark on an academic career. For unknown reasons he did not proceed with 
his plans, and he never obtained a doctorate. 

However, he was certainly the most advanced intellectual among the heads of 
the Einsatzgruppen. Speer described him as one of the most brilliant brains of 
National-Socialism.'** Kiterman does not share this elevated opinion and views 
Ohlendorf as a man of exaggerated ambition but, at best, of average intelligence.'” 
Ohlendorf soon made a name for himself as a ‘grouch’. He developed a philosophy 
of his own about the party that was distant from the official party line. On 6 
February 1934, he wrote to his wife: “Something has been shattered within me. 
The easy and secure feeling with which I fought for National-Socialism in the past 
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has gone.”'“° Some of his remarks were reported to the Gestapo. He was forbidden 
from making public speeches and was arrested for a short time. After his release he 
fell into depression. Jessen recommended him to his friend, Professor Reinhard 
Hohn, who was the head of a central department at the RSHA. 

Héhn took a liking to Ohlendorf and convinced him that the SD was a suitable 
place of work for him. Ohlendorf joined the SD. Héhn was one of the National- 
Socialists who dreamt of a reform of the party according to their image. Ohlendorf 
was happy to have found a superior who shared his critical mind. Ohlendorf started 
to be endlessly critical, often simply for the sake of criticism. He disapproved of the 
‘blood and earth’ romanticism of Dr Walter Darré. The Minister of Agriculture's 
ideas led to a law that a country estate could only be inherited by the eldest son, and 
never divided between all the heirs. The party had degenerated from a Fiihrerstaat 
into a pluralistic anarchy and had become degenerate. 

In one of his many memoranda, Ohlendorf wrote: 


The National-Socialist economy and the impact of rearmament are 
sources of unbearable tensions. On the one side, major conglomerates 
are continuously strengthened, while private trade and industry are 
increasingly pushed into the background. Wage and price control turn 
into havoc. We have the duty to set limits to such tensions if we do not 
want to witness a breakdown. The SD must play an important part in 
continuously reporting about the public mood.” 


As long as Héhn’s position remained undisputed, Ohlendorf had nothing to 
fear. Héhn felt that the SD needed intellectuals, like Ohlendorf, to put a halt to 
excesses in brutality. Ohlendorf became head of a newly established central SD 
Economics Department, which employed a number of business administration 
gtaduates. He wrote a thesis titled, “Economics in the NS-State,’ in which he criti- 
cized rearmament as a source of uninterrupted tension in the economy. Héhn was 
satisfied with the performance of his pupil and, in 1937, had him appointed as 
head of the staff of a new central Department II. It was charged with analysis of all 
economic activities of the state. 

His opinions did not render Ohlendorf popular with the SS leadership. 
Manstein had described him as a protégé of Himmler, without mentioning him by 
name. This was certainly not the case. Himmler criticized Ohlendorf’s reports as 
being defeatist and far too pessimistic. He either tore them up, or returned them to 
Ohlendorf without having read them. In his eyes, Ohlendorf was an ‘unbearable 
Prussian, devoid of any sense of humour, certainly not a soldier figure, but simply a 
‘damned intellectual’. Himmler told his Finnish masseur, Felix Kersten, that 
Ohlendorf, with his mediaeval views, saw himself as National-Socialism’s knight of 
the holy grail.’ Kersten’s massage was able to relieve Himmler’s increasingly 
unbearable stomach pains. Kersten made good use of his influence and succeeded 
in saving many lives during the last year of the war. 

Himmler’s dislike of Ohlendorf did not stand in the way of Ohlendorf’s 
promotions. However, after the war, Ohlendorf maintained that Himmler always 
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rejected him, both as a person and as a proponent of his views. Because of his ‘out- 
standing merits in Russia’, Ohlendorf was made an SS-Oberfiihrer on 9 November 
1941. In October 1944 he was proposed for promotion to Gruppenfiihrer, as a 
reward for his exemplary attitude and outstanding performance. There was no 
contradiction in Himmler’s attitude. Himmler disliked Ohlendorf as a person, and 
considered his economic theories as being close to infantile. However, the mass 
murders that Ohlendorf conducted with special intensity, as head of Einsatzgruppe 
D, totally complied with Himmler’s wishes. 

Hohn was satisfied with his pupil and promoted Ohlendorf as chief-of-staff of 
the central Ila department of the SD. He was given the assignment of analysing all 
segments of the German economy in continuous reports. He also had to give 
accounts of the popular reaction to every new step taken by the authorities. 
(Meldungen aus dem Reich.) As long as Héhn’s authority remained unchallenged, 
Ohlendorf was safe, since his reports reflected the views of Jessen and Héhn, But 
Héhn was not persona grata, ie a welcome guest, in party circles outside the SD. As 
a result of a personal quarrel with the party historian, Professor Walter Frank, who 
was supported by Streicher, Héhn was dismissed from the SD. He escaped to 
Sweden for a short time. 

Suddenly, Ohlendorf found himself without a mentor in the party’s inner 
circle. Himmler gave him a dressing-down and Heydrich dismissed him from his 
position as chief-of-staff. Ohlendorf first returned to his former “Trade’ depart- 
ment and then intended to leave the SD entirely. Himmler and Heydrich refused 
his resignation and wanted to keep his economic knowledge at their direct service. 
Ohlendorf found an intermediary solution. He became head of a Department for 
Trade in the Ministry of Economics, while at the same time remaining head of the 
“Trade’ department of the SD. 

When the Einsatzgruppen were formed in 1941, Ohlendorf applied for 
membership. He contended to have done so with distaste. His widow told 
Kiterman that he was afraid of being labelled a coward.’ He had already 
succeeded twice in avoiding military service. However, nothing in his life up to 
that moment, could foresee that he would turn into one of the most appalling mass 
murderers in Holocaust history. Some of his intellectual comrades, among them 
Professor Six and Heinz Jost, succeeded in obtaining other assignments after a 
short period. Walter Schellenberg was able to completely avoid service with the 
Einsatzgruppe. Ohlendorf became commander of Finsategruppe D attached to 
Army Group South, and operated in Bessarabia and the Crimea. When Manstein 
took over command of 11th Army, their paths crossed. 

Ohlendorf developed his own execution techniques. Shootings were only to 
be carried out by collective action. No single man of his Einsatagruppe was ever 
permitted to act as a sole executioner. He experimented with killing by gas in 
lorries, but soon discarded it, because he wanted to spare his men ‘mental strain.’ 
“After the killing, the bodies which were covered with blood and excrement had to 
be removed from the lorry and the executioner was thus confronted with his own 
action, the moment of truth. Ohlendorf wanted to spare him”! 
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Kiterman quotes from a number of letters by Ohlendorf to his wife. He took 
pride in stating that his reports never contained exaggerations such as the ones 
written by the other Einsategruppen. He had always made a careful count of the 
victims before reporting their numbers. He was happy that his transfer to Russia 
had put an end to the constant quarrels in his offices in Berlin. As he was totally fed 
up with them, he stayed with his Einsatzgruppe longer than his colleagues. Further- 
more, he was convinced that his work in Russia brought a greater contribution to 
National-Socialism than his writings at the SD. He could have returned to Berlin 
several times during his years in Russia, but he preferred to “hold out on the 
spot”. 

Co-operation between 11th Army and Einsatzgruppe D was closer than in 
other armies. Krausnick emphasised that 11th Army made the most frequent use of 
its authority to direct the progress of the Einsategruppe. They constantly requested 
the presence of its commandos in the front area.’ 

Hilberg estimates the total number of victims of Einsategruppe D to be as high as 
100,000, possibly even more in southern Ukraine, the Crimea, and the Caucasus.'”” 
The reports from Einsatzgruppe D and its Sk show a figure of 91,678 killed by 8 April 
1942." During the period from 11 November 1941 to 11 December 1941, 
Einsatzgruppe D reported the execution of 17,645 Jews, 2,054 Krimchaks, 824 
gypsies and 212 Communists and Partisans. Up to 11 December 1941, the total 
number of victims reached 75,881 executions.'*” The Krimchaks were a small sect 
with some thousands of members in the Crimea. They practised the Jewish faith but 
their racial origin was not established. They did not register themselves as Jews, so 
Berlin decided after a query by Einsatzgruppe D, that the Krimchaks were racial Jews, 
but that their execution had to be reported separately. Another Jewish sect in the 
Crimea, the Karaites, were considered to be racially ‘Aryan’ and were not executed.’ 

After the German surrender, Ohlendorf was appointed for a few days as head 
of an economic department in Speer’s ministry for economics and production, in 
the government of Hitler’s appointed successor, Grossadmiral Karl Dénitz. He was 
then arrested and sentenced to death by the IMT — Case 9. Since his testimony was 
required in later trials, his execution was postponed over a number of years. All 
observers at the trials where Ohlendorf appeared, either as accused, or as witness, 
are unanimous in their statements that he cut a most impressive figure. 

The American Justice Michael Musmanno, who sentenced Ohlendorf to 
death by hanging, described him as: 


good-looking, a man of balanced temperament, forthcoming and polite. 
He conducted himself like a man who possessed born dignity and intelli- 
gence. He was able to tell his story with the gift of a professional author. 
He was slim, with elegant facial traits. He had carefully combed brown 
hair and looked at the audience with a penetrating expression in his 
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graublauen Augen durchdringend an . Er hatte eine sehr modulierfahige Stimme , sch6ne und 
gepflegte Hande und er bewegte sich elegant und selbstsicher . Nachst Hermann Goring war Ohlendorf 
unter allen Angeklagten die eindrucksvollste Personlichkeit . “916 


1951 wurde Ohlendorf durch den Strang hingerichtet. Nur einer seiner Unterfiihrer in der Einsatzgruppe D 
, Dr. Braune, erlitt das gleiche Schicksal . 


Die Aussagen vor dem IMT — Wer sagte die Wahrheit ? 
Ohlendorf 


In seinem Pladoyer beim Fall 12 , fuhrte Dr . Laternser aus : 


» Das hohe Gericht hat nun dartiber zu entscheiden , ob es den SS - Fiihrern Schellenberg , Ohlendorf und 
Rohde, die in inrem HafS zum letzten Mal versuchen , die militarischen Fuhrer in das Verderben mit 
hineinzuziehen , mehr glauben will als den Offizieren , von denen sich das Gericht selber ein Bild machen 
kann. “917 


Besonders beeindruckend waren die im Fall 12 angeklagten Generale , mit Ausnahme von Ritter von Leeb 
kaum . Ein Beispiel fiir die ,, beeindruckenden “ Generale lieferte Kichler . Kichler hatte gegen die 
Ausschreitungen in Polen protestiert . Im Juli 1940 , noch im Westen , machte er eine Kehrtwendung und 
gab eine Anweisung an Kommandeure im Generalgouvernememt ( Kichlers 18 . Armee wurde kurz nach 
Abschlu& des Frankreichfeldzuges als erster Gro&verband des Aufmarschs gegen Rufsland nach 
OstpreuBen verlegt ) : 


» Ich bitte ferner dahin zu wirken , dafS sich jeder Soldat , besonders jeder Offizier , der Kritik an dem im 
Generalgouvernement durchgefiishrten Volkstumskampf , z . B. der Behandlung der polnischen 
Minderheiten (sic ) , der Juden und kirchlicher Dinge enthalt . 918 Auf die Frage des Gerichts , ob er in 
Ru@land einen Befehl zum Anlegen des Davidsterns verfa&t hatte , antwortete Kichler : 


» Also , ich sitze hier unter Eid und ich kann wirklich nicht... ich kann nur Feststellungen treffen nach 
bestem Wissen und Gewissen . Wenn ich nein sage , werden Sie mir ein Dokument mit einem Befehl 
zeigen , der das Gegenteil zeigt . “919 


Zu der Aktion in der Irrenanstalt Markejewka , im Bereich von Kichlers 18 . Armee, in der 240 Frauen 
umgebracht wurden und zu dem das Kriegstagebuch des XXVIII . AK am 25 Dezember 1942 vermerkt , dafS 
der ,, Herr Oberbefehlshaber seine Zustimmung zur Losung des Problems erteilt hatte “ , 

auferte sich Kichler voller Selbstmitleid : ,, Diese Eintragung ist mir unerklarlich . Ich kann nur vermuten , 
daf meine Dienstbezeichnung ' Oberbefehlshaber “ verwechselt worden ist mit dem 
Armeeoberkommando . Die Eintragungen wurden vorgenommen von jiingeren Offizieren , teilweise 
Reserveoffizieren , und , wie gesagt , es waren 
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alltaglich schwere Kampfe , schwere Zeiten , die Leute waren Uberanstrengt . Der Vorgang hat mich 
ganz auBerordentlich bewegt und berUhrt meine Menschlichkeit . " 920 


Oder Hoth, als er nach seiner Ubernahme des OB Uber die 17. Armee 
einen Befehl durch seinen Stabschef erlief : 


» Auf Anordnung des Chefs des Generalstabs werden die Judenaktionen in Artemowsk bis zur Bereinigung 
der Lage an der Front aufgeschoben. “ 921 


Frage : Wie konnte der Stabschef die Aufschiebung von Judenmassakern befehlen , mit denen das Heer gar 
nichts zu schaffen gehabt habe ? 


Antwort: Nein, befehlen konnte er eben nichts . Man mufste verniinftig sprechen und beinahe darum 
bitten . Das war ja eben der unerfreuliche Zustand , dafS sich in unserem Bereich Menschen befanden , die 
unseren Befehlen nicht zu gehorchen brauchten . 


Frage : Was hat dann den Polizisten aus der Sicht des Feindes vom Freischarler unterschieden ? Antwort : 
Er trug die Uniform ganz offen, er fuhrte seine Waffe auch offen, er stand unter dem Befehl eines Fuhrers 
, er befolgte allerdings nicht ...na,das kann man auch nicht sagen. “ 922 


Allerdings zeigt der Befehl des AOK 17 in Artemowsk , daf§ ein OB sehr wohl in der Lage war , das Datum 
einer Judenaktion zu bestimmen und diese , falls er es fir erforderlich sah , zu verschieben . Dartiber 
hinaus macht es sich Dr . Laternser zu leicht . Ein General kann sehr wohl liigen und ein zum Tode 
verurteilter Massenmorder , der nichts mehr zu erwarten hat , kann die Wahrheit sagen . Man kann das 
Wort eines Ohlendorf nicht ohne weiteres einem Wohler , geschweige denn einem Manstein 
gegenuberstellen, wenn beide ihre Behauptungen unwidersprechlich belegen kGnnen . Wenn sich die 
Generale , wie Wohler , nur auf Nichtwissen “ oder, , kann mich nicht entsinnen “ berufen k6nnen , sind 
ihre Gegendarstellungen wertlos . Ohlendorf konnte jede seiner Aussagen mit den Berichten seiner 
Einsatzgruppe , ihrer Kommandos und der Stadtkommandanten belegen , die , nach Ansicht aller 
Historiker , ganz gleich welcher Tendenz, vollig glaubhaft sind . Das entspricht der Logik . Die Berichte 
wurden nicht mit Hinblick auf einen spateren ProzefS§ abgefat , sondern sie waren tagliche 
Routinemeldungen , deren historische Bedeutung erst nach dem Krieg hervortrat . Die Echtheit der 
Berichte wurde von keinem der Verteidiger vor dem IMT in Frage 

gestellt . 923 Das IMT auferte sich in seiner Urteilsbegrundung im Fall 9 : ,, Geschichte der Einsatzgruppen 
und der Einsatzkommandos ist nicht etwa viele 

Jahre nach Begehung ihrer blutigen Taten zusammengetragen worden. Die Geschichte wurde zu der Zeit 
niedergeschrieben , als sich die Dinge , ber 

die sie berichteten , ereigneten , und sie wurden von jenen niedergeschrieben , 

die jene Taten begingen . Sie ist mit Bundigkeit und Genauigkeit , 
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All our actions took place under the responsibility of the Army commander. 
He alone had territorial sovereignty and total executive power. He was master 
of life and death. His responsibility was never curtailed.'® 


Manstein’s knowledge is also confirmed by an entry in 11th Army’s war diary 
under the heading: “Results of the resettlement’. One of the euphemisms used by 
the Wehrmacht, That was followed by a table showing all the executions 
committed in 1 1th Army’s area.'*' In its verdict in Case 9, the IMT stated that no 
doubt remained about the complicity of 11th Army.’ 

Ohlendorf never denied what he did, on the contrary, he took pride in his 
actions. In the death sentence imposed upon him, the IMT stated: 


Regardless of the crimes with which he is charged, he was certainly not 
guilty of evasive behaviour as a witness. This cannot be said of the other 
accused. With a candour, which one must wish to have been devoted to a 
better cause, Otto Ohlendorf gave his account of how he received the 
Fiihrer’s orders and how he carried them out. He never denied that he had 
ordered murder, he only stated that he had acted on orders. After having 
been himself indicted and sentenced, he appeared voluntarily as a witness 
at four other trials before the IMT and confirmed his testimony before us 
without limitation or hesitation. He never denied that he had committed 
murders, and gave a detailed description of the divisions of his Sk and Ek 
into smaller sub-units, and a full account of his collection of the victims’ 
property and their despatch to Berlin. In his view, Germany had been 
compelled to attack Russia in self-defence. The security of the troops to 
which his unit was attached had made the measures taken by him neces- 
sary, and he had carried them out without hesitating.” 


Ohlendorf reserved his contempt for the Generals who denied their participa- 
tion in his actions. In a letter, smuggled out from his prison to his wife, he wrote 
that he was “utterly disgusted with the commanders who simply denied their past, 
and who covered their oath of loyalty to the Fiibrer with a web of treason and 
lies.”"* In 1947, he managed to send another letter to his wife, in which he 
explained what had moved him and thousands more to engage in the wholesale 
slaughter of Jews: “Even after the war, Jewry has continued to sow hate; and it reaps 
hate again. What else could we have done when confronted with demons at work, 
engaged in a struggle against us?”'® 

Friedrich concludes: 


In all matters subject to dispute, only the mass murderer has spoken the 
truth, and the generals lied. They were accomplices and denied it. Only 
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Nur weil der Tatvorwurf so unerhort ist , dafé man ihn einem Manstein nicht zutraut , ist sein 
geschichtliches Bild davon nicht nachhaltig berUhrt “ 931 


Wohler 


Ohlendorf trat nicht als Zeuge bei Mansteins Prozef§ auf , daher mussen ihm zunachst Wohlers Aussagen 
bei dessen eigenem Verfahren vor dem IMT entgegengehalten werden . Die einzelnen Taten, die 
Manstein und Wohler zur Last gelegt wurden , werden in einem Abschnitt dieses Kapitels Uber die 
Vorkommnisse in Stadten und Ortschaften im Bereich der 11 . Armee ausfuhrlich beschrieben und 
Ohlendorfs Aussagen werden als Gegendarstellung herbeigezogen . 


In seinem ProzefS entwickelte Wohler eine sich steigernde Meisterschaft in ,, Nichtwissen “ und 
mangelndem Erinnerungsvermégen . Wohler behauptete zundchst , da er die vielen Meldungen des 
Koruck und seines Ic / AO nie erhalten habe , da man nicht an ein und demselben Ort lag . 

932 Wohler gab danach selber zu , daf§ diese Behauptung nicht stichhaltig war , 933 da die Verbindungen 
zum AOK 11 nie unterbunden waren. Wohler fiihrte dann aus : 


» Die Kortick - Meldungen haben mich nicht erreicht , denn sie lagen auf der Ebene der territorialen 
Verantwortung . Ich war Berater des Oberbefehlshaber in allen taktischen und operativen Dingen . Der 
Oberquartiermeister tragt seine Meldungen dem Oberbefehlshaber selbst vor , bei Manstein hat er es 
anscheinend unterlassen . Der zweite Quartiermeister ist bei mir nie zum Vortrag erschienen . 


Frage : War der zweite Quartiermeister nicht veranla&t , aus sachlichen Griinden die Dinge doch zur 
Kenntnis zu bringen , diese Vorgange bei Ortskommandanturen im ruckwartigen Gebiet ? 


Antwort: Nein. 

Frage : Warum hat sich die Quartiermeisterei gegen Sie verschworen ? 

Antwort : Es ist fir mich schwer , eine bindende und voll Uberzeugende Erklarung zu finden . 
Frage : Warum hielt es Major Riesen nicht fiir notig , Ihnen diese Meldungen vorzutragen ? 


Antwort : Eine Erklarung daftir habe ich lange gesucht , aber ich fand sie nicht , wenigstens keine , die klar 
ware . “934 


Da Wohler viele der Berichte , von denen er behauptete , sie nie erhalten zu haben, abzeichnete und auch 
eigene Anweisungen an den Ic / AO und den Koriick erlief§ , 935 bedarf die Unwahrheit seiner Behauptung 
keiner ausfihrlichen Widerlegung . Wohlers Verteidiger Rauschenbach fragte Ohlendorf , wie er dazu 
komme , die Mitwisserschaft seines Mandanten zu behaupten und erhielt zur Antwort : 


» Ich kann mir nicht vorstellen , wenn ein solches Geschehen ein Jahr lang ablauft , und zwar im Rahmen 
der jeweiligen Armeeeinheiten , und wenn gemafs der Weisungen die ortlichen Einsatzkommandos mit 
dem Nachrichtenoffizier der Division oder mit dem Feldkommandanten diese Frage hatten abstimmen 
mussen , da dann diesen Offizieren das nicht unbekannt bliebe . Wenn sie 

selbst darum gefragt werden , und wenn sie selbst dazu die UnterstUtzung geben . Ich glaube , das ergibt 
sich von selbst . 
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Q: “After you had selected the undesirable elements, how did their liquida- 
tion take place?” 

A: “They were shot in accordance with military procedures.” 

Q: “Where they shot at the place where they were arrested or transported to 
another location?” 

A: “No, they were shot outside the township, in a manner which prevented 
the inhabitants from witnessing it.” 

Q: “How did they reach their place of execution? Did they walk or were they 
transported? 

A: “In a general manner, they were transported in lorries.” 

Q: “How did you obtain the lorries?” 

A: “In the case of large-scale shootings, lorries were provided by the Army. In 
other instances, we had to take them where we could find them, either from our 
own stocks or whatever vehicles the quartermasters could give us.” 

Q: “Have you received direct assistance from 11th Army’s staff?” 

A: “Yes.” 

Q: “Did the staff officers of 11th Army, who assisted you, have knowledge of 
the ultimate fate of the victims?” 

A: “Since we had to tell them why we needed their assistance, and also the size 
of the assistance which they were asked to provide, we had obviously to inform 
them what this was needed for.” 

Q: “When you gave your explanations, did you tell the staff officer that you 
needed his help to complete your massacres?” 

A: “The commander of the Sk, or of the sub-unit, went to the town 
commander and discussed all the details with him.” 

Q: “When you went into an area where Jews or other undesirables could be 
found, did you go there on your own initiative or did you receive orders?” 

A: “I think that I have already made it clear that orders concerning a given 
area, where a Sk or a Ek had to penetrate, were given by the Army. The Army gave 
precise orders as to which areas, which command had to be directed there, what 
equipment was to be supplied and how long we had to remain there.” 

Q: “And did those officers know that you had to go there to catch and kill 
Jews and other undesirables? 

A: “This was not the original purpose of sending us into a given area. Our 
orders were to ensure the security of the area and commands have also gone into 
places where there were no Jews. Such locations did exist. The purpose of the 
orders given by the Army was to ensure general security. The commands then also 
killed other undesirable elements, in accordance with the Fihrer orders.” 

Q: “Was the elimination of all Jews part of your security considerations?” 

A: “Yes, this was the essential element of the Fiihrer order.” 

Q: “In other terms, whenever you were sent somewhere to liquidate people 
who were considered to be a security risk for the Wehrmacht, Jews were part of 
them?” 

A: “Yes, of course, this was part of our assignment.” 

Q: “Were the Wehrmacht officers with whom you discussed your orders 


aware of this?” 
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A: “The Ic and the Ic/AO, who had to take care of the details, obviously 
knew.” 

Q: “When you received orders to go into a certain area and to get hold of 
undesirable elements who were considered to be security risks, from whom did you 
receive your orders? From the Division, the Corps or the Army?” 

A: “The orders were obviously given by the Army, since the Divisions 
received their orders from the Army. The Army decided upon the Commands that 
were given to every Division. The movements of the Division were ordered by the 
Army. The Divisions could thus not issue orders of their own to the Commands, 
such orders were always issued by the Army.” 

Q: “You imply that the order came directly from the Army?” 

A: “Yes, they were always issued by the AOK.” 

Q: “Did you receive such orders while the accused, Wéhler, was chief-of-staff 
of 11th Army?” 

A: “Yes.” 

Q: “Who signed the orders, the Army commander of the chief-of-staff?” 

A: “They were signed by the chief-of-staff, on behalf of the AOK.” '”! 

The incessant flows of Ohlendorf’s detailed reports that descended upon 1 1th 
Army should have quickly aroused Manstein’s suspicions. The transmission of Ic/ 
AO reports to the Army commander is subject to decision by the Army’s chief-of- 
staff. However, the reports contravened an order that Manstein had issued ‘with 
utmost emphasis’ and ‘without a twinkle in his eyes.’ Wdhler would hardly have 
failed to inform him of such disobedience. 

At the end, the tribunal lost patience with Wéohler’s ‘lack of awareness’. 
Wohler had declared: “We did not know that the National-Socialists wanted to kill 
Jews only because they were Jews.”'”” 

Friedrich comments: 


Since Wéohler had previously admitted that he had provided the 
Einsategruppen with ammunition and kept careful copies of all reports about 
the massacres, his ‘lack of awareness’ must be described as a ‘qualified lack.'” 


Wohler invented a new term, ‘official lack of awareness’: “I deny that the SD has 
informed the Army commander or any staff officer of the ‘other’ element of its 
assignment trough official channels. I know now that it was not allowed to do so.”'”* 

Another comment by Friedrich: 


Still, Einsatzgruppe D could report to 11th Army through Ic/AO that the 
Crimea was ‘free of Jews’. It was a sentence which Wohler could only 
understand if he was aware of Ohlendorf’s ‘official’ mission. Although 
Ohlendorf never refrained from putting blame on 11th Army, he did not 
claim that he had informed it of his mission ‘through official channels’. 
He only said that he had had to assume that his ‘official mission’ was 
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known. This was simply common sense and his many reports about 


executions could hardly have left a doubr.'” 
The IMT referred to Wohler’s ‘lack of awareness’ in its sentence: 


Without the shadow of a doubt, the slaughter of 90,000 civilians by those 
police units could not have taken place without the knowledge of 11th 
Army’s chief-of-staff, unless he was totally incompetent. The accused 
certainly did not convey an impression of incompetence, and no mention 
of his incompetence can be detected in his many positive evaluations by 
his superiors.” 


Some revisionist books describe Wéhler as an opponent of National- 
Socialism. During the Second World War no trace of opposition ever appeared. 
During the German retreats in Summer 1944, Wohler was commander of Army 
Group South and had withdrawn into Romania. He was furious when he saw that 
Jews were still living unmolested in all Romanian towns. At the beginning of the 
war in the East, many Romanian troops had taken part in massacres. However, 
since the summer of 1942, Antonescu increasingly doubted a favourable outcome 
of the war and had forbidden further deportations of Jews. After most of the Roma- 
nian Army was destroyed at Stalingrad, Jews were no longer molested in areas 
under Romanian control. Wéhler could no longer order executions and was 


reduced to issuing outraged orders: 


Jews are returning to Jassy by the day. The town should be evacuated. 
This is hardly possible, since the Jews have obviously bribed the city offi- 
cials. At Barlad, Jews have even bought clothing and canned food from 
German soldiers. I have ordered the arrest of these creatures. Conclusions: 
Jews have to disappear.'” 


Instead of killing Jews, the German soldiers now found it more attractive to 
engage in trade in second-hand clothing. When Wohler heard that German offi- 
cers and soldiers were regular guests at Jewish homes, he was outraged and issued 


an order: 


Undignified and shameless behaviour by German soldiers makes a mockery 
of our National-Socialist education. Such behaviour must immediately be 
stamped out with utmost severity. Whoever has relations with Jews, the 
greatest enemies of the German people, is not worthy to be a German 


soldier.'” 


Social contacts between Jews and German soldiers had inevitably resulted in 
Rassenschande, sexual relations between Jews and non-Jews, which were prohibited 
by the German racial laws. “Such things have occurred in Jassy, as a consequence of 
social contacts.”'”? Wéhler could now only limit himself to orders requiring 
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protection against venereal disease.'*” When the court asked him why he had 
inserted racial concepts in this order, Wohler replied: “I had to use racial wordings 
to explain my order. This was something everyone understood at that time.”"*’ 

Only a few months later, with final defeat and retaliation approaching, 
Wéohler himself understood it no longer. A new understanding caught up with him 
and he ‘discovered’ humanity. As commander of Army Group South, he had 
visited a concentration camp in January 1945 and provided medical help to Jewish 
inmates, who had contracted epidemic typhus. He testified that, “I remember 
halting with my car at the fence of the camp. Many Jews saw me and removed their 
hats to show their gratitude.”'*” 


Judenaktionen in townships controlled by 
11th Army 


This section contains the relevant extracts from all archive documents related to 
the murders committed by Finsategruppe D, in the areas under the territorial 
authority of 11th Army. Only such parts as relate directly to the massacres are 
given. Some reports contained more than one hundred pages, in which the 
Einsategruppe endeavoured to show its ignorance of the political conditions in their 
areas of operation, and to show the even greater ignorance of the Army 
commanders. Large-scale massacres required the Sk or Ek to be divided into several 
local sub-units. In such instances, only one description is given, since the others are 
identical, except for the names of the commanders involved. The language of the 
reports is purposely not embellished in the translation, in order to preserve the 
vulgarity of the original. 

The section covers both the command periods of Schobert and Manstein, in 
order to show that co-operation between Einsategruppe D and 11th Army had 
already become a daily routine in Schobert’s time, and that Manstein inherited a 
ready made instrument, with no changes in the Army’s staff. 

Some reports are unsigned, they were apparently transmitted as an annex to 
other documents. At times, euphemisms were used. The words ‘execution’ and 
‘shooting’ are then replaced by ‘resettled,’ ‘cleansed,’ ‘treated according to orders.’ 
Jews are at times replaced by ‘partisans’ and “Commissars.’ Those terms were often 
chosen at random, for the sake of bringing variation in the definition of the 
victims. Apparently the Einsategruppen feared that remaining with the term ‘Jew 
only’, might have a negative effect, since pictures of executions were often shown 
on German newsreels. One such newsreel, reproduced on the ARD Video, shows a 
group of civilians being led to execution and described as partisans. “Their hiding 
place has been uncovered. The bandits who have remained alive have been 
captured. This rabble can expect no mercy.” A manual prepared for a Wehrmacht 
officers’ training course contains the sentence: “The partisan is the Jew and the Jew 
is the partisan.” Many orders issued by Army commanders contained the equation 
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In einem Lehrgang fiir Offiziere Uber die Einsatzgruppen findet man den Satz: ,, Wo der Partisan ist , ist der 
Jude , wo der Jude ist , ist der Partisan . “ Die Wortwahl vieler Befehle und Aufrufe von héchster 
Wehrmachtseite ergibt eine Gleichung : Bolschewist = Partisan = Jude . Die Einsatzgruppen hatten 
dadurch freien Spielraum in der Anwendung dieser drei Bezeichnungen . 948 

Die Exekutionen von Partisanen waren im ganzen deutschen Volk bekannt . Das ARD - Video, , Hitlers 
Soldaten “ zeigt einen Abschnitt aus einer deutschen Wochenschau , in dem eine Gruppe wirklicher oder 
vorgegebener Partisanen zur Hinrichtung gefihrt wurden . Der Kommentator selbstzufrieden : ,, Das Nest 
ist ausgehoben . Der Rest der Banditen ist gefangengenommen . Dieses Gesindel hat keine Gnade zu 
erwarten .“ Die personlichen Beziehungen zwischen Wohler und Ohlendorf waren stets gespannt . 
Ohlendorf unterlie& es nie , Wohler , wenn dieser sich an ihn wandte , Schwierigkeiten zu bereiten und 
Wohler zahlte es ihm dann mit gleicher Mtinze In Wohlers Augen war er selber ein mit beiden Eisernen 
Kreuzen ausgezeichneter Oberst - Generalmajor wurde er erst Mitte 1942 , am Ende befehligte er als 
General der Infanterie eine Heeresgruppe und wurde mit dem Eichenlaub ausgezeichnet — und Ohlendorf 
nur ein SS - Standartenfiihrer , der nicht einmal der Waffen - SS angehdrte und nur 600 Mann unter sich 
hatte . Also bestenfalls ein Bataillonskommandeur — ,, so wurde ich auch behandelt “ beklagte sich 
Ohlendorf in Nurnberg . 949 Wohler sah sich berechtigt , Ohlendorf Weisungen zu erteilen und dieser 
hatte ohne Widerspruch zu gehorchen. Ohlendorf sah in Wohler einen von Tausenden Obersten und 
spater Hunderten Generalmajoren , die zu jedem Zeitpunkt verschwinden konnten , wahrend er selber die 
wirkliche Macht verk6rperte . Die Differenzen entstanden nicht Uber Ohlendorfs Taten, gegen diese hatte 
Wohler nichts einzuwenden . Wohler bestand auf dem Befolgen von dem OKH Befehl vom 28. April 1941, 
der dem jeweiligen AOK das Recht Uberlief§ zu bestimmen , zu welchem Zeitpunkt und am welchem Ort 
die Einsatzgruppen ihre Tatigkeit austiben durften . Der stets mi&gelaunte Ohlendorf hatte wenig Respekt 
vor dem OKH, das gegen den SD uber keine Autoritat verfiigte . |Ihm ging es nur um die Erfillung seiner 
“welthistorischen Mission “, die ihn dazu bewegte ,, auszuharren “ und nicht vorzeitig nach Berlin 
zuruckzukehren . Daher wollte er unabhangig planen , wann und wo er jederzeit seine Kommandos 
einsetzen lie& . Der erste Zusammenstof8 zwischen Wohler und Ohlendorf ereignete sich bereits im August 
1941. Hierzu sagte Ohlendorf aus : “ In den ersten sechs Monaten des Rufslandfeldzuges hat die Armee 
offenbar versucht , sich die Einsatzkommandos vollig einzuverleiben . Sie wurden von mir in Marsch 
gesetzt und bekamen Sonderaufgaben von der Armee zugewiesen. Uber diese Fragen kam es mit dem 
Nachrichtenoffizier der Armee , Major Ranck , der praktisch der Vorgesetzte der Einsatzgruppen war , zum 
Streit . Und da ich hier nicht nachgeben konnte , wandte er sich beschwerdeflhrend an den Chef, den 
damaligen Oberst Wohler , und dieser bestellte mich Mitte August nach Beressorka , um mir zu erdffnen , 
es so nicht weiterginge und daher grundsatzlich die Frage der Zusammenarbeit gelost werden mUBte . Es 
war der Inhalt dieser Vorwiirfe , daf$ ich die genauen Marschbefehle der Armee nicht eingehalten hatte , 
sowohl was meinen eigenen Stab anging als auch die Starke der Kommandos fiir den einzelnen Ort . “ 950 
Bereits im Juli hatte Wohler Ohlendorf angedroht , ihn nach Berlin abberufen zu lassen , wenn die 
Zusammenarbeit mit dem AOK 11 nicht verbessert wurde . Das war der Fall , auf den Manstein mit seiner 
Behauptung anspielte , dafé Wohler sich nicht gescheut hatte , mit einem hohen SS - Fiihrer ,, gehorig 
deutsch zu reden. “ Laut Ohlendorf handelte es sich bei diesem Disput um eine Tatigkeit der 
Einsatzgruppe Ohlendorfs , in einem Gebiet , das vom AOK 11 noch nicht fur Handlungen der 
Einsatzgruppe vorgesehen war . 951 
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Die Haltung des AOK 11 anderte sich bald , nachdem ihr Stab sah , operierende Einsatzgruppe D ihrer 
Truppe viele Aufgaben abnahm und daf§ die 11 . Armee Vorteil daraus zog , Ohlendorf Bewegungsfreiheit 
zu gewahren . Die Einsatzgruppe D wahrend der Befehlszeit Schoberts Die ersten Einsatze AOK 11, 
Meldung vom 3. Juli 1941 , unterschrieben Wohler : , Dem DVK 2 wird ein Sonderkommando zugeteilt . . . 
Alle getroffenen Ma&nahmen meldet es laufend an AOK 11, Abt. Ic / 

AO iiber DVK 2... Alles militarische Beutematerial ist ungehend Uber DVK 2, dem AOK 11, Ic / AO 
zuzufithren . “952 AOK 11, Meldung vom 12. Juli 1941 an Heeresgruppe Std : 


“...Sonderkommando der Einsatzgruppe D im Bereich der 11. Armee einsetzen... 
Eintreffen zu melden..." 953 


AOK 11, mit Auftrag an SK 11 b, Einsatzgruppe D : 


... Erfassung politischer unzuverlassiger Elemente ( Partisanen , Saboteure , eventuelle Feindgruppen , 
Fallschirmjager in Zivil , Juden , fuhrende Kommunisten usw . ). Nach Durchfihrung seiner Aufgaben steht 
das Kommando wieder zur Verfligung des AOK 11 und erhalt von ihm fiir weiteren Einsatz Weisung . “ 954 


Allein diese drei Anweisungen sind ein ausreichender Beweis dafiir , daf§ die 11 . Armee Uber die 
Einsatzgruppe unterrichtet war und ihre Einsdatze anordnete . Wohlers Fotografierverbot Am 22. Juli 1941 
erlief§ Wohler einen Befehl , der sich auf ein von rumanischen Truppen durchgefiihrtes Massaker bezog : ,, 
Ein Sonderfall gibt Veranlassung auf folgendes ausdricklich hinzuweisen : Bei der in Osteuropa 
herrschenden Auffassung vom Wert des Menschenlebens , geschieht es , dafg deutsche Soldaten Zeugen 
von Vorgangen werden ( Massenhinrichtungen , Ermordungen von Zivilgefangenen , Judenu.a.m.), die 
sie im Augenblick nicht verhindern kénnen, die aber zutiefst gegen das deutsche Ehrgefthl verstofen . Es 
ist eine Selbstverstandlichkeit fur jeden gesund empfindenden Menschen , daf&§ von solchen abscheulichen 
Ausschreitungen keine fotografischen 

Aufnahmen angefertigt werden oder Uber sie in Briefen an die Heimat berichtet wird . Das Anfertigen oder 
Verbreiten solcher Fotografien oder Berichte Uber solche Vorgange werden als Untergraben von Anstand 
und Manneszucht in der Wehrmacht angesehen und streng bestraft . Alle etwa vorhandenen Bilder 


952 BA- MA, RH 20- 11 / 488 
953 BA- MA, RH 20 - 11/ 488, mit Abschrift an Heeresgruppe Std , 12 . Juli 1941 


954 Krausnick , S. 212 


340 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


pictures, together with the negatives and reports, are to be immediately 
turned over to the Army’s Ic/AO with a mention of the name of the 
photographers and the writers. An inquisitive watching of such events is 
below the dignity of the German soldier. 

Signed: Wohler, chief-of-staff, on behalf of AOK 11'"” 


The Ic of 46th and 27th divisions ordered the communication of the order to 
every soldier of their units on 27 and 29 July 1941. 
This document calls for the following comments: 


1. Wéhler already had knowledge of the mass execution of Jews by 22 July 1941. 


2. Since pictures were being taken by German soldiers, they likewise had knowledge. 
Pictures must have been taken in large quantities, otherwise Wéhler’s order would not 
have had to be communicated to every soldier of the divisions involved. 


3. Wohler’s order was not obeyed, the taking of pictures continued. The many 
photographs and amateur films, unearthed after the war, are sufficient evidence. 


4. Accounts in letters from soldiers to their relatives and friends at home continued 


to be written, as shown in the already mentioned report of the party chancellery. 


5. What was known to the troops, was likewise known to the Division Commanders 
who also received a copy of Wohler’s order. 


The Romanenko incident 


On 7 September 1941, Schobert issued a personal order to execute Vladimir 
Romanenko by hanging. Schobert had already ordered Einsatzgruppe D to search 
all bunkers for any fugitives who were considered to represent a danger for German 
troops. If they could not prove their identity, they were to be shot without further 
investigation.'”” Schobert repeated his previous order: “Better take care of too 
many than too few.” 

After Romanenko had been hanged, it turned out that he was neither a Jew 
nor a partisan. He was simply a mentally ill man. Ohlendorf was irritated. His 
mission consisted of killing Jews. He knew that the mentally ill were ‘taken care of 
by another department of the SD. He wrote an angry letter to AOK 11: “The verbal 
communication by the Army commander was based upon totally false premises. 
Romanenko had never threatened any units of 11th Army, nor had he asked to 
refrain from working as he had been ordered. Since Romanenko was mentally 
retarded, and had admitted that he had been sent to an asylum for mentally 
retarded on three previous occasions, his execution took place on 9 September 
1941, on grounds of inherited mental illness. 

When Wéohler was first shown the Romanenko file, he expressed disbelief: 
“The man has been handed over by Generaloberst von Schobert to the SD. There 
must have been something against him, he must have agitated and demanded stop- 
page of work.” 
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Q: “The documentation shows clearly that the man was acquitted of the 
charges brought against him.” 

A: “Yes, I can no longer contest that he was simply mentally ill and that he 
was executed on biological grounds.”'”” 


Czernovits 


Report by Ek 10 b of Einsatzgruppe D to Army Group South with copy to 11th 
Army, 9 July 1941: 


Ek 10 b arrived at Czernovits on Sunday, 6 July 1941, at 6.15 pm. An 
advance unit had already arrived on the previous day, established commu- 
nication with Romanian troops, and arranged for living quarters. 

... Based on our search list and new lists prepared by us, the arrest of 
Communists and Jews began on 7 July. On 8 July, a major action was 
carried through. Practically the whole Jewish leadership was arrested. On 
the following day, around 100 Jewish Communists were shot by the Ek. 
Together with executions carried out by Romanian troops and police 
units, 500 Jews were shot between 8 and 9July. ... Signed: Persterer, SS- 
Sturmbannfiihrer and commander of Ek 10 b, and certified by Major 
Riesen in the name of 11th Army.” 


At his trial, Wéhler blamed Major Riesen: “I was never informed that shoot- 
ings of Jews had taken place. Obviously Major Riesen knew, since he had signed 
the document, but I did not know.”'” 


Delzy 


Report by Sk 10 a, 12 July 1941: “First indications show that 50% to 80% of the 
inhabitants are Jews. This number is probably inflated ... Many wealthy Jews have 
escaped. A patrol entered a house in which 15 Jews had been shot by the 
Romanians. Some were still alive and were finished off with a bullet in the head. 
Synagogues which have remained undamaged have been brought into the same 
state as the remainder.” Signed: “Seetzen, SS-Obersturmbannfiihrer.”'™ 


Nikolayev (first report) 
Report by Sk 11a for the period of 18 August to 31 August 1941: 


After entering Nikolayev, a sub-unit of three men searched all civilians 
who had been brought into transit camps for prisoners of war. 4,000 men 


and women were questioned. 
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The examination made it necessary to arrest 227 suspect Jews, 
political functionaries and former prison inmates. Signed: Zapp, SS- 
Sturmbannfiibrer.”” 


Kichinew 
Report by Ek 12, Einsategruppe D, July 1941 (no day indicated): 


Until now, 551 Jews executed, 151 for having participated in acts of sabo- 
tage and 400 as a reprisal for shooting by unknown persons at German 


ambulances and giving torch signals | to enemy aircraft. The remaining 
Jews have been enclosed in a ghetto.” 


Report by Sk lla, Einsatzgruppe D, August 1941 (no day indicated): “After 
search of a transit camp, 68 Jews were executed after they had been convicted of 
communist agitation.” 

Wéohler made a comment which Krausnick qualifies as being seamed 
‘revealing’: “ 1 am sure that an enquiry must have taken place. I can’t imagine tha 
the reports were simply written in order to soothe Army's conscience, Wohler 
added that he had no recollection of the Judenaktion. 

The events in Kichinew led to Manstein’s order which was issued ‘without a 
twinkle in his eyes.’ 


Kodyma 


The circumstances of the massacre at Kodyma were unique among all the 
Judenaktionen in the area of 11th Army. Not on the grounds of the number of victims 
— ‘only’ 96 Jews were shot — but because of the flurry of reports that described the 
circumstances under which the massacre had taken place. Had they not concerned an 
action of mass murder, one may be tempted to feel that they were part of a ‘comedy’. 
No less than three reports were devoted to the event, one by the field police, a second 
by Finsategruppe D and finally one by AOK 11. Only a final analysis by Friedrich 
makes it possible to obtain a coherent picture of what had occurred. 

11th Army’s XXX Corps, commanded by general von Salmuth, whom 
Manstein had criticized for not being a rousing personality, had been held up at 
Uman by the ‘remnants of the Red Army which were still capable of offering 
some resistance.’ Since Salmuth feared that the tough disciplinarian Schobert 
would administer him a stern rebuke, he was in a hurry to rejoin the bulk of the 
Army and instructed his troops to actively assist the Einsategruppe in its removal 
of any obstacles in his way. 

Report by the field police to AOK 11, 7 August 1941: 


On 1 August 1941, a Ukrainian peasant woman presented herself at our 
headquarters. She told us that some fifty Jews had assembled on the 
previous day at the Kodyma school. The woman could neither read nor 
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write, but she had been employed by Jews as a domestic servant over many 
years, and was therefore able to understand the Jewish jargon. 

She reported that the Jews had planned to launch an attack on 
German staff headquarters, and the German troops who camped in the 
open. The Jews had heard from young guys that the German staff head- 
quarters were insufficiently guarded and that their planned action stood a 
good chance of success. At the same time, they intended to set the harvest 
on fire. They had already called for reinforcements by other Jewish and 
communist elements from neighbouring townships. 

As a result of this information, the Jewish quarter of the city was 
surrounded on | August, at 3 pm ..., The Jews were brought from their 
homes ... Some Jews attempted to escape and had to be prevented by fire- 
arms. After a short while, 500 Jews were assembled in the market place. 
All Jews were carefully searched and it was shown that almost every Jew 
carried large sums of money ... Many Jews had packages of cash, watches 
and jewellery pieces. The valuables were immediately confiscated by the 
SS-Sk. 

98 Jews were shot on the same day by the Sk. A further 300 have been 
retained as hostages, 60 Ukrainians have been set free ... We intend to 
strongly object to the assertions of the Jews that the German staff head- 
quarters were not sufficiently guarded by us. Day and night, the troops 
and all their equipment were under constant protection by armed guards 
and the attack which the Jews had planned would have been easily nipped 
in the bud ... 

Signed: Scholz, commander of the field police unit.” 


Report by Sk 10b to XXX Corps, with copy to AOK 11, 12 August 1941: 


After a Ukrainian woman made a report which was transmitted to XXX 
Corps, the corps command requested us to make an investigation. The 
Ukrainian woman had stated that a secret meeting had taken place at 
Kodyma. Some 50 Jews had planned to attack German military installa- 
tions. Already on previous occasions, the Jews had behaved in a refractory 
manner towards German soldiers. The Jewish manager of a mineral water 
plant had forbidden the distribution of water to the German soldiers and 
had threatened them when they tried to enter his plant. Other Jews had 
assembled, in groups of ten to twelve, and behaved in an aggressive 
manner. 

After the Ic of XXX Corps had put 400 soldiers at our disposal, the 
centre of the town, which is almost entirely inhabited by Jews, could be 
searched thoroughly ... Since the Jews persisted in their bad behaviour, 
with some even trying to escape or barricading themselves in their homes, 
fire-arms had to be repeatedly used. Warning shots had to be fired at the 
city’s population, since many tried to free the Jews who had been arrested, 
or who had otherwise disturbed our work. After our search was completed, 
around 400 Jews had been arrested. Most of them had fled their homes 
when our troops advanced and had found refuge in Kodyma. 
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Durch Vernehmungen [...] wurden 98 Personen festgestellt [... ] die sich an den Zusammenkinften oder 
den Unbotmaigkeiten gegenuber dem deutschen Militar verhalten . U.a. hatte der juidische Leiter einer 
Selterwasserfabrik die Ausgabe von Getranken an die Truppe verboten und unter Drohung den Eintritt 
verwehrt . Andere Juden haben sich in Gruppen von 10 - 12 Personen zusammengefunden und sich hierbei 
ebenfalls aufsassig benommen. 


Nachdem der Ic vom XXX . AK 400 Mann fir die Durchfiihrung der Aktionen zur Verfligung gestellt hatte , 
konnte in gro&zugiger Weise der Stadtkern , der zu fast 100 % von Juden bewohnt wird , umstellt und 
durchgekammt werden (...). Da die Juden auch weiterhin ihr renitentes Verhalten beibehielten , 
teilweise Fluchtversuche unternahmen und sich in ihren Wohnhdusern verbarrikadierten , 

mute wiederholt von der Schu&Swaffe Gebrauch gemacht werden . Ein Jude wurde dabei erschossen , ein 
weiterer angeschossen . Aufserdem mute wiederholt gegen die Ubrige Bevolkerung mit SchreckschUssen 
vorgegangen werden , da sie versuchte , die Festgenommenen zu befreien oder 

irgendwie in die Aktionen einzugreifen . Nach Beendigung der Aktion waren ca . 400 mannliche Juden 
festgenommen . Der grdfte Teil von innen war aus den Vormarschgebieten gefllchtet und hatte 

hier in Kodyma Unterschlupf gefunden . Durch Vernehmungen [...] wurden 98 Personen festgestellt [... ] 
die sich an den Zusammenkunften oder den Unbotmafigkeiten gegentiber dem deutschen Militar beteiligt 
hatten , oder auch zur jiidischen Intelligenz gehdrten[...]. Den restlichen 175 Personen , ausnahmslos 
Juden , konnte eine Beteiligung nicht nachgewiesen werden . Sie wurden als Geiseln dem Gefangenenlager 
der deutschen Wehrmacht Uberstellt , wahrend die genannten 98 Personen nach Aufnahme ihrer 
Personalien liquidiert wurden [...]. Ein Jude , der einen russischen Offizier 

beherbergte , wurde erschossen. Die Exekution fand unter Beteiligung der Wehrmacht statt , die ein 
Exekutionskommando in Starke von 24 Mann stellte , wahrend das Exekutionskommando der 
Sicherheitspolizei aus 12 Mann bestand . Ein wahrend der Exekution stattgefundener Fluchtversuch konnte 
unter Anwendung der SchuB&waffe verhindert werden[...].” 966 


Das SK 10 b bestand aus 16 Mann. An sich genugte diese Anzahl , um 98 und, bei Bedarf auch 400 Juden 
mit hergebrachten Methoden umzubringen . Da aber die Juden in Kodyma anscheinend der ,, judischen 
Intelligenz “ angehorten , die , laut Manstein und Wohler , den ,, noch kampfenden Resten der Roten 
Wehrmacht “ einen wesentlichen Beitrag zu ihrem Widerstand leisteten und sich dartiber hinaus , , 
besonders renitent “ verhielten , brauchte man noch die ,, groBziigige Hilfe “ der Manner Salmuths . 


Meldung Ic XXX . AK an AOK 11, Ic / AO, unterschrieben vom Chef des Generalstabes , i. A., Oberst ( 
Name unleserlich ) . Zunachst enthdalt es einen Hinweis auf die im obigen Dokument angefihrte 
Vernehmung der Ukrainerin . Weiter heifst es : ,, Auf Grund dieser Angabe wurde sofort das in Olschanka - 
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Erste Seite Uber die Judenaktion in Cherson , oben ( markiert ) 

vM ( Manstein ) abgezeichnet Personen haben amtliche Mitteilungen der Wehrmacht an die Bevolkerung 
entfernt . Zerst6rungsbataillone des NKVD schweiften umher , das war gewils . Fiinfzig Kommunisten und 
Juden wollte die Ukrainerin bei der Verschworung belauscht haben . Seltsamerweise konnte die 
Denunziantin der Geheimen Feldpolizei keine sachdienlichen Hinweise geben . Wer gehorte der Gruppe an 
? Wo hielt sie sich verborgen . Doch laut héchsten Instruktionen mufte es sie geben . Die Spur zeigte nach 
Kodyma[...]. Binnen 225 Minuten wurden 400 Personen ausgehoben und Uberprift . Dies entspricht bei 
gedolmetschtem Verfahren 34 Sekunden pro Person . Auf dem Marktplatz von Kodyma erfolgte mittels 
Gegentberstellung und Zeugenverhor die Identifikation . Im Ergebnis fanden sich die Aussagen der 
Ukrainerin ,, durch Aussagen verschiedener ukrainischer Ortsbewohner im wesentlichen bestatigt “ Sie 
identifizierten lauter Juden . EigentUmlicherweise Juden , die sie gar nicht kannten , Fliichtlinge aus 
Bessarabien . Kodyma besafs kaum eigene Juden. Infolgedessen konnte das ,, Judenviertel “ , das 400 
Soldaten abgesperrt und durchsucht haben , nur wenige Hauser ausmachen . Wo aber logierten die 
zahlreichen ortsfremden Juden ? Offenbar unter jenen Ukrainern und Russen , die zunachst mit der 
SchuBwaffe Uberwaltigt und spater freigelassen werden muf&ten . Kurzum , die Soldaten haben tatsachlich 
Razzia im Ortskern gemacht , der indessen rumanisch - ukrainisch gemischt war . Aus Gastfreundschaft ? 
Der Hinweis der Geheimen Feldpolizei , da& die , , Juden peinlich genau durchsucht wurden “ weil sie ,, 
Bundel von Geld , Uhren und Schmuck bei sich hatten “ deutet die Hintergriinde an[...]. Noch eine 
Woche nach dem Exzef§ lief$ sich der Armeestab von allen beteiligten Seiten Berichte schreiben . Die Juden 
hatten sich demzufolge seit langerem in Gruppen von 10 - 12 Personen zusammengefunden und sich 
hierbei auffallig benommen . Den besonderen Zorn der Soldaten erregte , daf& inmitten der Augusthitze der 
judische Leiter einer Selterwasserfabrik die Ausgabe von Getranken an die Truppe verboten und unter 
Drohung den Soldaten den Eintritt verwehrt habe . 
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the burning heat of an August day. Therefore the Wehrmacht had to 
retreat, thirsty, to its barracks.” 


At his trial, Salmuth hardly showed himself as ‘rousing’. A Corps Commander 
knows all the units under his command, but Salmuth did not know where his 400 
men at Kodyma belonged. “They were just a lot of individual soldiers who roamed 
around the countryside. Today they happened to be at Kodyma, they left after a 
few hours, tomorrow, they were somewhere else.””* Thus, they were a crowd 
without a commander. However, the field- police had taken pains to report that 
they had camped in good order, both during the day and at night, and that they 
were carefully guarded. Therefore, they had hardly left ‘after a few hours.” 

Salmuth complained at his trial: 


I have to say that things have taken a strange turn. What happened here? 
An uprising had to be suppressed. The soldiers had to assume that the 
culprits were chased according to rules. All soldiers of the corps were 
under orders to act without consideration against the Jews. But, under- 
stand, not against the Jews as such, only if they could be shown to have 
committed an offence.” 


Salmuth was sentenced to twenty years. 

After completing the massacre at Kodyma, Sk 10a proceeded to Pechanka 
where it discovered new victims. In his report to AOK 11 of 5 August 1941, Koriick 
553 stated: “Just as I arrived, 10 Jews were shot by the SS-commando, because they 
had attempted to sabotage harvest work.”*” 


Ananyev 
A report by town commander Ananyev to Koriick 553, 3 September 1941, stated: 
The Jews at Ananyev had threatened a blood-bath among the ethnic 


German residents as soon as the Germans troops would be forced to 
retreat from the city. Therefore, the field-police made a round up and 
shot some 300 Jewish men and women on 28 August 1941. Signed: 
Town commander, (name illegible). 


General order by AOK 11 to all Corps concerning attitude towards enemy 
espionage and sabotage, 5 September 1941: 


In all areas which require strong security, the Corps have to create a no- 
man’s-land ... Simple supervision of the front lines is insufficient. Both 
Corps and Koriicks have to conduct swoops at regular intervals, arrest all 
suspicious civilians and check their residence permits. Civilians who can 
be suspected of sabotage, espionage, or partisan activities have to be 
immediately shot by the field-police. Residents who have arrived from 


204 Friedrich, p. 619 f 

205 IMT, Case 12, p. 4.026 

206 Case 12, p. 4,035 

207 NOKW 2925, Friedrich, p. 626 
208 NOKW 1712, Krausnick, p. 271 


MANSTEIN AND THE HOLOCAUST 347 


Cherson 


other townships, who have no identity papers showing their town of 
origin, and all Jews have to be handed over to the SD. If such people are 
discovered in transit camps, the camp commanders have to hand them 
over immediately to the SD. No exception is to be made for young boys 
and girls whom the enemy often prefers to put in as spies and saboteurs. 
Signed: Wéhler, signature confirmed by Major Riesen, Ic/AO”™” 
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At his trial, Wohler testified that he had initialled the report because he could 
not imagine that it referred to a large-scale massacre of Jews.”"" 


Genichesk 


In October 1941, a massacre took place on the outskirts of Genichesk. The killing was 
carried out by men of Sk 10a, in the presence of officers and soldiers of 11th Army’s 
22nd Division. A report to AOK 11 mentioned ‘horrifying details’.”'* The circum- 
stances of this massacre were strange, to the extent that, once again, only an analysis by 
Friedrich succeeded in clarifying what had occurred. Friedrich likewise shows the 
strange aspects of the co-operation between 11th Army and the Finsategruppe. The 
11th Army showed approval of the massacres, provided they were conducted in accor- 
dance with regulations. 

After the massacre was completed, Major Riesen sent a reprimand to Ohlendorf, 
who outranked him. As a Standartenfiihrer, Ohlendorf held a rank equivalent to 


colonel: 


The Ek attached to 22nd Division is stationed in the Division’s combat 
zone. I expect that any measures, in particular executions in public in the 
city centre, the recruiting of Ukrainian auxiliary units etc, be only taken 
after previous agreement with the Ic of the Division. An officer of the 
division witnessed the execution and complained that it had taken place 


in the city centre. 


Ohlendorf was not prepared to accept a rebuke that said he was not able to 
conduct executions in a prescribed manner, without the assistance of an Army 
intelligence officer. Even at Nuremberg, he was still very proud of his methods. He 
immediately questioned Obersturmbannfiihrer Seetzen, the commander of Sk 10a. 
Seetzen replied that obviously no executions had taken place in the centre of the 
city. Orders of this kind were only issued by him if he felt it necessary to instil fear 
of reprisals among the population. He requested an immediate investigation to 
clarify how such incorrect reports had reached 11th Army.””” 

Seetzen attached a report by Untersturmfihrer Spiekermann. It described the 
events in detail. Spiekermann and three of his men had commanded the execution 
of the Jews in Genichesk on 2 and 4 October 1941. Genichesk was located on the 
shores of the sea of Azov and had 17,000 inhabitants. Spiekermann wrote that the 
killings took place outside the city’s limit, at a distance of 500 to 800 metres from 
the last houses. No civilian had been able to watch. However, a number of soldiers 
of the 3rd Infantry Battalion had suddenly appeared, and remained at a distance of 
100 metres. They were repeatedly ordered to disappear but refused. Spiekermann 
and his three aides were unable to put an end to this lack of discipline. They would 
have had to erect barriers and detach guards. “But I want to ) emphasise that the 
executions were carried out exactly in the prescribed manner.’ 

Spiekerman’s report was sent to the Ic/AO of 11th Army, who requested a 
reply from the Ic of 22nd Division. The division phoned the 65th Regiment, the 
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Documents from the Simferopol town commander. 


Jews, 2,000, have been executed by the SD. The population has shown 
confidence in the German soldiers, in particular the Ukrainians are 
for their liberation.” Signed: “Kleiner, Captain and town commander." 


Kachovka 


Report by the town commander to Koriick 553, 20 October 1941: 


..- Originally 13,000 inhabitants, 48% Ukrainians, 30% Jews, 6% ethnic 
Germans and others. Only 8,200 are left. The ‘cleansing’ of Jewish and 
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interpreter and who translated in a manner damaging to the interests of the 
Wehrmacht. Medical service is assured by 27 physicians, among them 9 
Jews who have been provisionally exempt from actions by Sk 10 a.” 


The expression “ a Jew, who had managed to sneak in as an interpreter’ has to 
be seen against the background of an order by OKH of 10 November 1941, forbid- 
ding the employment of Jews as interpreters. 


Yalta 


Activity report by the town commander, 12 December 1941: “A ghetto has been put 
in place. The resettlement of the Jews has already been completed.””* The town 
commander obviously overlooked the contradiction. “Ghetto’ means concentration 
of Jews in a closed quarter of a city. ‘Resettlement’ means completed execution. 


Simferopol — the massacre of all the city’s 
Jewish inhabitants and the ‘watch action.’ 


The massacre 


Simferopol was the capital of the Crimea. It numbered 120,000 habitants, 15,000 
were Jews. 1 1th Army took the city on 1 November 1941. On 20 November 1941, 
Einsategruppe D received a written request from 11th Army to have all the Jews of 
Simferopol shot before Christmas. 11th Army was ready to provide all troops and 
equipment that were needed.” 11th Army had estimated that 14,000 Jews had 
remained in the city. As often, the Wehrmacht got its numbers wrong. Already by 
14 November 1941, the SD had instructed the town commander to inform 11th 
Army: “The remaining 11,000 Jews will be executed by the SD” 

The order is not in doubt. Questions remain unanswered to this day, as to why 
it was issued. A detailed report by Dr Braune, who commanded the massacre, 
contains exact indication on the dates on which it occurred, the designation of the 
units that 11th Army put at the disposal of the Einsategruppe, and the description 
of every part of the city where the massacre was carried out.” 

Why the sudden decision about the advanced date for the execution? Friedrich 
asks the rhetorical question: “Was the Generalstab really concerned about the date? 
Did Manstein’s racial hatred not permit him a postponement of three months of 
an execution, while his campaign in the Crimea had entered into a critical phase?” 
Friedrich answers: “No, this has to be excluded.” Indeed, there was no racial hatred 
with Manstein, only indifference. Perhaps indifference is even worse than hatred. 
Hatred has a motive, indifference has none. 
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Obviously, there was no order signed by Manstein, such matters were left by 
him to his chief-of-staff and to his quartermaster. However, it is difficult to contra- 
dict Ohlendorf’s testimony at his trial: 

Q: “In other terms, Feldmarschall von Manstein had issued direct orders to 
you about the executions at Simferopol without any prior request by you?” 

A: “No, I can’t express myself in that manner. But given the organisation of 
the Army, it is obvious that the chief quartermaster cannot give instructions of this 
kind without the prior consent of the Army commander. | can’t state, without the 
shadow of a doubt, that Manstein has issued a specific order about the date. I can 
only say that logic dictates that this must have occurred.” 

Q: “In other terms, it is logical, even probable that Manstein knew, and that 
he instructed his officers to issue corresponding orders?” 

A: “I find it impossible to believe that a staff officer can issue such an order on 
his own authority.” 

Why the sudden hurry? Since all Simferopol Jews had to be shot anyway, no 
precise indication of a given date was required, but the order expressly insisted upon 
it. Did Manstein really believe that the early removal of the defenceless Jewish 
community would permit him to keep his original promise to Hitler to conquer the 
whole of the Crimea before Christmas? This is likewise unthinkable, one cannot 
imagine that the best brain among the German generals could conceive of such a 
stupidity. Probably, an answer will never be found. All Holocaust historians are 
unanimous in putting the responsibility straight at the doorstep of 11th Army. 

Raul Hilberg, who is always more than careful in determining individual guilt, 
considers the affidavits presented by Dr Braune as being entirely trustworthy.” 
The IMT was likewise convinced: 


Since the Simferopol Jews were to be executed anyway, there was no need 
to specify a date in advance. The fact that the execution was formally 
ordered to take place at a specified date, and had to be completed before 
Christmas, is an obvious evidence that 11th Army had issued a corre- 
sponding order.” 


Ohlendorf was surprised by Manstein’s order and was irritated. He saw 
himself as a meticulous planner and all his schedules had suddenly been thrown 
overboard. Friedrich wrote: “He had acted on the Crimea, covered by highest 
authority and certainly not upon the orders of an Army Commander. He was not 
prepared to share his murders with anyone.””' He had already sent his Sk and Ek 
to other locations, and Dr Braune’s Sk was not able to conduct a massacre of such 
dimensions on its own. Therefore assistance by 11th Army was needed, something 
which Ohlendorf always preferred to avoid, because he knew that his usual quarrels 
with Wéhler and 11th Army’s staff could not be avoided. Furthermore, the date 
requested by Manstein cast a shadow over his Christmas mood, and spoiled a 
Christmas party which he intended to celebrate with his men. In his testimony 
before the IMT, Ohlendorf stated: 
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The command of 11th Army requested to have the Simferopol Jews 
executed before Christmas. We received the order from 11th Army’s 
liaison officer and Braune had to enter into talks with 11th Army, since 
we were unable to carry out this liquidation with our own means. The 
Army agreed to put the troops and material required at our disposal and 
we were thus able to begin the execution before Christmas. 


Q: “Did 11th Army keep its promise and assist you during the execution?” 

A: “The Army provided us with lorries, drivers, gasoline and units of field- 
police. But I have to add the following. The staff officer of 11th Army knew that 
the liquidation would have to take place, meaning at some other time. Thus no 
special order was required in this instance. He expected that the massacre would 
take place under similar circumstances, but at a date three to four months later 
than now suddenly ordered.”*” 

Dr Braune added: 


The Army suddenly said, we want this done before Christmas. I have 
never been able to understand the reasons for this order. Perhaps the 
Army was guided by operative considerations, or there was lack of living 
space. Perhaps there was food shortage. We had heard that the Army had 
feared that hundreds of thousands could die during the winter from 


malnutrition, since there was a general shortage of food.*” 


The bulk of the Simferopol Jews, 13,000 men, women and children were 
executed over three days, from 11 December to 13 December 1941. The 1.500 
Krimchaks had already been murdered on 9 December. The executions were only 
completed on 11 January 1942, when Dr Braune’s Sk, assisted by sizeable forces of 
11th Army, hunted down remaining Jews who had succeeded in hiding. 

On 8 January 1942, Einsategruppe D reported: 


Sub-commandos succeeded particularly in smaller townships to make 
them ‘free of Jews’. Over the last few weeks, 3,126 Jews, 85 partisans, 12 
looters and 120 Communist functionaries were shot. In Simferopol, 
Krimchaks and gypsies were also liquidated.™ 


On 29 November 1941, the Simferopol town commander reported to Koriick 
553: 


On 29 November 1941, 50 male inhabitants of Simferopol were shot, as 
measures of retaliation: 

A German soldier had been killed by walking into a mine-field which 
had not been reported as being dangerous. 

A German Feldwebel had been assassinated.” 
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A number of smaller scale executions were reported in a series of messages sent 
by the particularly sanguine town commander, Major Kupferschlager.”” 

At Nuremberg, Dr Braune was still unable to free himself from the sad 
memory of the spoiled Christmas party. Héhne comments: 


The Germanic noblemen always remained true to themselves. Doped 
philistines, who conducted their bestial work with typical German self- 
pity and then thought with sentimental tears about their women and chil- 
dren at home.” 


Dr Braune testified: “All our thoughts were with our wives and children at 
home. Had the decision been left to us, we would have postponed the date.” 

Q: “You knew that women and children were also going to be shot?” 

A: “Yes, this was the heaviest burden which we had to carry.”** 

During his testimony, Dr Braune referred time and again to the Christmas 
party: 


After the execution had been completed, Ohlendorf organised a 
Christmas celebration which was attended by the whole staff of 11th 
Army. Everybody, who has had the occasion to listen to an address by 
Herr Ohlendorf about religious matter, knows that he was most capable 
of appealing to religious feelings. 


Q: “Did he dwell upon religion?” 

A: “I can’t recall any words of his. I don’t know if he mentioned the Christ, 
but I know how Ohlendorf feels about such matters.” 

Q: “But he did make a speech? Did he say anything of religious significance?” 

A: “I really can’t remember details.” 

Q: “Did anyone present pray on Christmas day?” 

A: “I don’t recall” 

Q: “Did anyone pray for the Jews whom you had murdered a few days 
before?” 

A: “I really don’t recall if anyone prayed for the thousands of Jews.”*” 

In his account of the Simferopol massacre, Paget became shameless: 


All that happened, was the removal of some 300 elements from a building, 
where they had hidden. Not all of them were Jews, they were simply 
elements, who were suspected of belonging to the ‘resistance’ movement. A 
number of our witnesses recall that they had continued to live in Jewish 
homes at Simferopol and that they had attended services in the local syna- 
gogues. There was also a Jewish flea market, where Jews sold icons and 
other goods during all the months Manstein stayed in the Crimea and after 
he left.” 
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A: “I am unable to answer, because I have never given this matter a thought, 
nor have I ever made such an attempt.” 

Very true indeed and logical. The chief-of-staff of an Army does not himself 
assemble 11,000 victims. He gives his orders to have them assembled, and, if neces- 
sary, he assists with units of his Army. He leaves the shootings to the commander of 
the Sk. 

In 1970 Hauck admitted that AOK 11 had indeed placed troops, weaponry and 
lorries at the massacre at Simferopol. Hauck’s line of defence can be summarized: 
AOK 11 had to expedite the execution of the Jews because any delay would have 
jeopardized the security of 11th Army. The Einsategruppe would have massacred the 
Jews without the assistance of 11th Army but this would have taken longer and 
carried the risk of an uprising of the Simferopol Jews and the other inhabitants of 
Simferopol against 11th Army. The absurd idea that the defenceless Jews of 
Simferopol, together with the anti-semitic Tatars and Ukrainians would join in an 
uprising was accepted by the Munich prosecutor and the investigations against 
Hauck were terminated because he had ‘erroneously’ acted under constraint. The 
prosecutor’s office wrote: ... “the decision to have 11th Army assist the Einsategruppe 
must obviously have been taken by the OB of 11th army, General der Infanterie, later 
Generalfeldmarschall Erich von Lewinski, named von Manstein.” **” 


The ‘watch action’ 


After completion of the /udenaktion at Simferopol, 11th Army suddenly discov- 
ered that it was in need of watches. Manstein ordered Wohler to find out from 
Ohlendorf if there were left-overs from the victims of the Simferopol massacre and 
to request them for his troops. 

Had the documents concerning this action not been preserved in the original, 
with Manstein’s and Wohler’s hand-written “Yes,” and their initials on the top, the 
obvious conclusion would be that this tale is a slander by their enemies. Since when 
does a general, who commands an Army of close to 300,000 men, take a personal 
interest in a few watches and instructs his chief-of-staff, a Generalmajor, to make a 
formal request for them? Such matters are dealt with by a junior officer at Army’s 
quartermaster department. 

The ‘watch action’ had already come up at previous war crime trials, but it had 
evinced only passing interest. It was not a crime, article 250 of the Hague conven- 
tion allows for the confiscation of captured enemy property. It was simply Hannah 
Arendt’s ‘banality of evil’. 

Ohlendorf knew that his time had finally arrived. Since he had always been 
treated as a battalion commander, he refused to take Wohler’s call and connected 
him to the SS-Haupsturmfiihrer Seynstahl, whose rank was the equivalent of 


company commander. He then wrote to Wéhler: 
The representative of the Chief of the Security Police and the SD with the 
commander of rear area South. 
Einsategruppe D 
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115 


Durch einen Anruf des Ortekommandanten von Ssimferopol 
erfuhr ich, dass der Herr Oberbefehlshaber die aus der Judenaktion 
noch vorhandenen Uhnren flr dienstliche Zwecke der Armee anfordert. 

Ioh Ubergebe hiermit der Armee 120 Uhren, die inswiashen 
éurch Reparatur gebrauchafihbig gworden oind. Es befinden sich noch 
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wergen kann. 
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The two letters from Ohlendorf about the ‘watch action’. 


Diary number 381/42 

To AOK 11 

The town commander of Simferopol has informed me that the Herr 
Oberbefehlshaber requires the watches that still remain from the 
Judenaktion. | herewith transmit to the Army 120 watches that have been 
repaired. Some 50 additional watches remain the repair shops and part of 
them may be usable after adjustments. If the Army requests these remaining 


watches, I expect corresponding information. 
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disposed of in strict accordance with official regulations, even if they were of little 
value: 


The representative of the chief of security police and the SD with the 
commander of rear area South 

Einsatzgruppe D 

Diary number: 381/42 

To AOK 11 

12 February 1942 

Subject: Confiscation by Einsatzgruppe D 

Background: Telephone conversation between Generalmajor Wohler 
and SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Seynstahl, 12 February 1942 

1. Confiscated watches: 

The watches confiscated during the Judenaktion have been collected 
according to official regulations. Watches which have value (gold or 
silver) have been sent to the Reich treasury in accordance with official rules 
for valuables. Other watches, which are of so low value that they cannot 
be put at the public’s disposal, have been handed over against payment, 
on some occasions free, depending upon circumstances, to members of 
the Wehrmacht (officers and soldiers) or to the personnel of Einsatzgruppe 
D. 

A condition for the handing over of these watches was proof that the 
owner's watch had been lost or damaged in combat, or that an additional 
watch was required for service p 

Experience shows that only old watches are found and that most of 
them are no longer fit for use. A number have been repaired in the mean- 
time and can be disposed of in the manner indicated above. 

2. Confiscated rubles: 

Rubles that had been secured during the /udenaktion have been 
collected according to official regulations. Except for small amounts 
required for official purpose, (payment of wages etc) all have been trans- 
ferred to the credit of the account of the Reich at the Reichskreditkasse, in 
accordance with official regulations. In one instance, I have been asked if 
ruble amounts can be put at the disposal of the city of Simferopol. I have 
indicated that the Reichskreditkasse is the only official recipient. I have 
added that I am obviously prepared to put the monies at the disposal of 
11th Army, provided I obtain a written receipt in due order. I am not 
authorised to put any sum at the disposal of a third party, such as the city 
administration of Simferopol, since the funds are the property of the 
Reich. 

Signed: Ohlendorf, SS- Oberfithrer’” 

On top of the letter: “Yes’ W. [Wéhler] 


When this matter was brought up at Manstein’s trial, Manstein became 
confused and claimed: 
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Yes, since I have initialled the letter, I must have ‘seen’ it. I think that this 
matter is easy to explain. I asked the officer in charge to procure more 
watches. He contacted the mayor of Simferopol. Simferopol was the 
largest city in the Crimea, obviously there were watch shops and repair 
shops in the city. Even if I had ‘read’ the letter, I would never have imag- 
ined that the watches came from an execution.” 


Paget added: “To someone who did not know what had happened to the Jews, 
the letter obviously meant nothing.””” 

“Easy to explain?” “Never have imagined?” The document explicitly mentions the 
word /Judenaktion, an expression that had become part of the standard Wehrmacht 
vocabulary in the East. If Manstein was in need of watches, why did he send Wéhler to 
Ohlendorf, who was hardly a wholesale dealer? It would have been sufficient to send a 
low ranking officer of his quartermaster department to the few co-operatives and state 
owned department stores at Simferopol. After the termination of the NEP, no 
privately owned retail stores remained anywhere in the Soviet Union. 

In his introductory plea for Manstein, Paget had said that the watches were a 
consignment from Switzerland and therefore legitimately confiscated enemy 
goods.”*> Paget was not perturbed by the absurdity of an idea that Switzerland 
would send watches on consignment to retailers in Simferopol in war-time, he also 
overlooked that Manstein had stated at Nuremberg that he believed that the 
watches had come from Germany.”™ 

Wohler was grilled at his own trial. At first, he tried his luck at flimsy argu- 
ments. He could not avoid recalling the incident, since he had talked to SS- 
Hauptsturmfiihrer Seynstahl and initialled both letters. He said that Manstein had 
asked him, sometime during the winter of 1941/42, what had become of the valu- 
ables that must have been left over after the ‘resettlement “ of the Jews: 


I therefore turned to Ohlendorf and put the question to him, It never 
occurred to me that we were talking about plunder. I had no reason to 
believe that we were talking about left-overs from people who had been 
killed. In such case, the number of watches must have been much more 
important. German prisoners-of-war in America have also had their 
watches confiscated and they are still alive. 


Q: “Do you really think that it is logical that someone, who is being “reset- 
tled”, parts with his pocket watch? Perhaps he would have left a large clock in his 
living room behind, but hardly a pocket watch.” 

A: “Yes, it was easy for him to carry a pocket watch, but perhaps he needed a 
cart and exchanged his watch against a cart, if I may give this as a possible 
example.” 
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Q: “I think that, after you have read the documentation, you can’t have any 
doubt that the watches were simply confiscated. They were obviously not purchased by 
the Finsatzgruppe. Now, you suddenly say that they were taken from people who were 
arrested or who may have been shot for any reason. Why does your document explic- 
itly refer to Judenaktionen? The Jews were not the sole saboteurs, other saboteurs 
certainly also had watches, which were not less useful to 1 1th Army than the ones taken 
from Jewish victims. Don’t you finally want to admit that you had to know that the 
owners of the watches had been murdered by the SD? This is the only question which I 
am putting to you and I request a simple ‘Yes’ or a “No’ as an answer.” 

A: “My answer is ‘No’. If] kill someone, I don’t need to confiscate his valu- 
ables, they automatically belong to me. I already have them. But if I arrest him for 
some reason or if I want to have part of his belongings, even gold is mentioned 
here, then I confiscate it.””” 

When he saw that he was making no progress, ‘faithful’ Wéhler became faith- 
less. “I deny that I have reached any decision on my own. Everything was decided 
by the Army Commander. The request for watches was a direct order by him. Of 
course, /udenaktionen are not testimonials of friendship. Everybody knows that. I 
really don’t know why Feldmarschall von Manstein got involved in this, why he 
wanted to know details.” 

Q: “I want to know if you have heard that the watches were handed over to 
11th Army?” 

A: “This is possible.”**° 

Wohler defended himself as an officer of the Generalstab and wanted to point 
out the limits set to his authority. Friedrich quoted a statement by Halder at 
Nuremberg, that the nimbus, ie the cloud over the German Generalstab was due to 
the secrecy that surrounded its activities. No one could look into it, but the world 
knew that the machine functioned. Friedrich added: “Thus the motives that lay 
behind the extermination of the Jews remained hidden in secret. But the extermi- 
nation functioned.”*” 


Order by AOK 11 about the conduct of partisan warfare — 
15 December 1941 


The partisans on the Crimea are under the leadership of the Russian intel- 
ligentsia (heads of hospitals, managers of industrial plants, scientists etc) 
It is not surprising that only 100% convinced communists are put into 
positions of leadership. This, in turns, guarantees a partisan leadership of 
high quality. Whenever the slightest suspicion arises that the local popula- 
tion does not actively oppose the partisans, the strongest means of retalia- 
tion have to be employed, burning down of villages, shootings ... All Jews 
have to be handed over to the SD. Captured partisans have to be hanged. 
A table on the gallows has to state: “This is a partisan who has refused to 


surrender.’ 
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Eupatoria 


The massacres at Eupatoria were not a /udenaktion, they were a combined action of 
Wehrmacht and Einsategruppe. Units of the Red Army had made a surprise landing 
at Eupatoria and other Crimean cities on 4 January 1942. Manstein’s plans for 
finishing the conquest of the Crimea before Christmas were to grind to a halt. In 
the cities retaken by the Russians, strong demonstrations of hostility against the 
Germans erupted. After Eupatoria was retaken by the Germans on 9 January 1942, 
AOK 11 issued an angry communiqué: 


On 4 January, enemy forces, supported by the local population, succeeded 
in landing at Eupatoria and occupying part of the city. Immediate counter- 
attacks by the German Army repulsed and then annihilated the units of the 
Red Army that had succeeded in landing. 

During its advance into the Crimea the Wehrmacht acted in accor- 
dance with international law and soldierly tradition and fought only the 
armed forces of the enemy. It trusted the population, tried to alleviate its 
conditions, and did its best to quickly remove the destruction caused by 
the retreating Soviets. 

Most of the population had shown its appreciation of the German 
efforts. But some have engaged in a shameful abuse of the trust shown to 
it by the Germans. They had hidden arms and taken part in combats 
against the Germans after units of the Red Army had succeeded in 
landing. After first showing appreciation, the inhabitants of Eupatoria 
shamefully abused the trust the Wehrmacht had shown them. They had 
pretended to be friendly to the Germans, but at the same time they had 
secretly stored weapons and engaged in open combat against our troops 
after the Russian landing. 

By this criminal action, the inhabitants of Eupatoria have placed 
themselves outside of international law. The guilty have been ruthlessly 
executed and their houses destroyed. The German High Command gives 
this last warning to the population of the Crimea and to all who hope that 
they can secretly act for a return of the Soviets.” 


After the Germans recaptured Eupatoria, reprisals began and 1,200 civilians 
were shot. Many Jews were among them, their exact number has never been ascer- 
tained. The actions were commanded by Major Riesen. By an order of AOK 11, 
signed by Wéhler, Riesen had already been appointed as the Army’s plenipoten- 
tiary for fighting partisans in the area under 11th Army's authority. All reports 
about partisan activity had to be channelled to him. He was authorised to put 
Army troops at the disposal of Einsatzgruppe D.* A second order issued by 
Wohler had appointed the commander of the field-police, Dr Hermann, as chief- 
of-staff for units of 11th Army engaged i in fighting of partisans. The Ia of all corps 
commands had to report to him. 
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After the fighting in Eupatoria had come to an end, Major Riesen arrived in 
the city. He intended to leave the reprisals to the Sk commanded by Dr Braune, 
but Ohlendorf refused. His mission was the organised killing of Jews and not to 
engage in reprisals in retaliation of a set-back suffered by 11th Army, due to faulty 
military leadership. Once more, the Army wanted his men to do things which its 
officers considered to be below their dignity. Ohlendorf only agreed that Dr 
Braune was attached to Major Riesen’s units as an ‘expert’. 

Dr Braune was an invalid, who had been declared unfit for war service, but he 
knew more about the careful organisation of mass executions than the officers of 
11th Army. The soldiers were no less brutal than Dr Braune’s men, but they lacked 
the latter’s organisational talent, and executions were conducted at random. 
Ohlendorf testified that the ‘expert’ Dr Braune was ‘outraged’ at the amateurish 
handling of the reprisals by 11th Army’s officers and soldiers. 


The Army had failed in its preparations. Many unpleasant incidents had 
occurred and Braune had to intervene, in order to re-establish order and 
avoid even worse mishaps. The Army commander had issued an order to 


shoot the whole adult male population of Eupatoria. 


Then Ohlendorf became sentimental: “There is no greater damage to the 
human soul than to be forced to execute defenceless victims.” 

The town commander complained that “a more careful investigation before 
the shootings should have been called for.”””° 

Major Riesen testified at the Einsatzgruppen trial: “I commanded the reprisals 
upon express order by the Army commander. The commander of Einsatzgruppe D 
delegated three SS-officers, among them SS-Sturmbannfiihrer Dr Braune. We 
selected 1,184 men, who had already been assembled. I led them in a closed group, 
accompanied by 90 soldiers from an anti-aircraft unit and by the SS-officers, in a 
march of one hour, to the site of the execution, where they were shot. During the 
walk, some shots were fired at us from houses. The snipers were killed by hand- 
grenades or sub-machine-gun fire. 20 to 30 tried to escape during the march, they 
were immediately shot. Dr Braune gave instructions for the conduct of the execu- 
tion. He had not taken part in hand-to-hand fighting with the partisans.” 

Manstein was confused when Eupatoria came up at his trial. He often repeated 
himself, therefore only the relevant parts of his testimonial are given: 


I never gave an order for reprisals at Eupatoria nor anywhere else. Had I 
- issued such orders, reprisals at Feodosia would have been called for, where 
German soldiers were murdered in a bestial manner with the help of civil- 
ians after the Red Army’s landing. But even in this case I did not order any 
reprisals ... I ordered an investigation at Eupatoria, because I had the 
impression that the town commander had failed in his duty ... I had him 
informed that he would be shot if he did not immediately retake his posi- 
tions ... This is the only time when I mentioned the word ‘shooting’ at 
Eupatoria ... 1 remember this distinctly ... No, | had no knowledge what- 


264 IMT, Case 9, p. 264. Friedrich, p. 663 
265 BA-MA, RH 23/79 
266 NOKW584 


368 VON MANSTEIN, A PORTRAIT: THE JANUS HEAD 


soever of the reprisal action conducted by Major Riesen at Eupatoria ... I 
had only received information that 1,300 partisans had been killed during 
the fighting. If 1,000-1,300 partisans were shot one by one or after 
capture, or if they were shot while still bearing arms, is uninteresting. But 
if a total of 1,300 partisans were shot at Eupatoria, it is hardly possible 
that 1,184 of them were killed after the fighting had come to an end. 


Q: “Did you give your intelligence officer an order to conduct an action of 
reprisal?” 

A: “I never gave him any order for a reprisal. I did not even see him, since he 
was at Simferopol, while my headquarters were at Sarabus.” The distance between 
Simferopol and Sarabus was less than 15 kilometres. 

Q: “Whom did you call to your headquarters?” 

A: “I called the Ic of the Army, who was Riesen’s immediate superior. I may 
have told him that Riesen, who was apparently asleep when the combats occurred, 
should go to Eupatoria and find out what had happened. But I would never have 
given a staff officer, who is glued behind his desk, to conduct an action of reprisal. 
Had I ordered such an action, I would obviously have turned to the commander of 
105th Infantry Regiment on the spot, the ‘valiant’ Colonel Miiller and not to a 
man who spends his time behind a desk.”” 

Thus Wéhler’s most trusted aide, Major Riesen, suddenly becomes a desk 
officer and a ‘dope’. His position as 11 Army’s Ic/AO was far more important 
than the command of the regiment by Colonel Miller. At Eupatoria, Colonel 
Miiller must have gained prima facie knowledge of the valour required in the 
administration of an occupied area. In 1944, he was to be promoted to General der 
Infanterie and made commander of the fortress of Crete. In 1944, the Greeks 
sentenced him to death for war crimes committed on Crete, and he was shot. 

General Miiller showed the depth of his military knowledge when he relieved 
General Hossbach as commander of 4th Army. He reported to General von 
Natzmer, chief-of-staff of his Army Group commander, Generaloberst Rendulic 
and told him: “I am a good non-com and I know how to execute an order. But I 
understand nothing about strategy or tactics. Please tell me what I have to do.” 

Not surprisingly, Paget feels it necessary to add his comment about Eupatoria: 

“I tend personally to believe that the Germans simply sent all the Russians captured 
during the street fights into 0 prisoner-of-war camps, regardless if they had taken 
part in the combats or not.”””” 

Here Paget contradicts the testimony of his client since Manstein had 
admitted that executions had taken place. 

Manstein’s statement about the Eupatoria massacre is a lie. Not because of 
Riesen’s report — here Manstein’s defender could argue that it was a matter of 
contradictory evidence. However Manstein’s staff officers testified after the war 
that the order had been given by Manstein. Angrick writes: 
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While fighting was still going on at Eupatoria, Colonel Miiller received a 
direct query from Manstein if civilians had taken part in the uprising. 
Only five hours later — Angrick describes this short time as evidence that 
Miiller’s investigation has been most superficial — Colonel Miiller 
reported that a number of Red Army soldiers had landed in civilian 
clothes and that the civilian population had indeed taken part in the 
uprising. On June 10, 1964, Riesen testified at the Munich prosecutor's 
office that the Ic of 1 ith Army, Major Werner Ranck, had informed him 
that Manstein had ordered reprisals to be taken. In his own statement at 
the Munich prosecution on October 10, 1965 Ranck denied having 
transmitted Manstein’s order and said that it had been communicated to 
Riesen by Wohler. “When Riesen returned, he told me that he had acted 
upon an order by either Wéhler or Manstein.” Wéohler testified on 
October 10, 1965 and denied having transmitted the order to Riesen. 
Riesen had received the order directly from Manstein. (Wéhler had 
already been tried by the IMT and could not be charged again by a 
German court).”” 

After the mass reprisals were completed, the usual murders of Jews by 
Einsatzgruppe D took place in neighbouring townships. Already during the 
combats after the Russian landing, Einsategruppe D mentioned an order of 
7 January 1942, by the commander of Army Group South, at that time 
Reichenau, that all male Jewish inhabitants of Eupatoria were to be ‘reset- 
tled.”” The town commander of Eupatoria reported on 21 January 1942: 
“The apartments of the Jews who had been ‘resettled’ have been taken over 
by the SD. As in the documents relating to the massacre at Kerch, ‘execu- 
tions’ is replaced in handwriting by ‘resettled’. Clothes, table-ware and 
furniture have been ‘taken care of.” Field command unit 
(Feldkommandantur) 810 reported on 5 December 1941 that “a Russian 
civilian who apparently belonged to the Jewish race was arrested.””* Three 
days later, the same command “handed over eight apparently Jewish civil- 
ians for further treatment by the SD.”*” Motorized Gendarmerie Unit 683 
reported had already reported on 29 November 1941: ‘Jews without stars: 
The Jew Musil Tujal was discovered at Simferopol in November 1941 not 
wearing the star. He was handed over to Sonderkommando 11b.””” A hand- 
written note from Corporal Flugler at the staff of Major Kupferschlager of 
17 January 1942, for transmission to Koriick 553: ‘23 Partisans and Jews 
had hidden 15 kilometres north-west of Eupatoria. They were discovered 
and shot. Major Kupferschlager will submit the report.” 


On 9 January 1942, Major Kupferschlager wrote to the commander of the 
secret field-police at Simferopol: 
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I want to insist upon the following. In my opinion, which is shared by all 
other commanders, none of the arrested who had possession of fire-arms, 
or just one single bullet, or one item of equipment to be used for the 
manufacturing of ammunition, or a radio transmitter etc, should have 
remained alive for one more night. I refer to the order of 10 November 
1941, which makes the death sentence mandatory for possession of arms. 
If the Wehrmacht does not act with utmost vigour, incidents like 
those that occurred at Eupatoria or Feodosia will take place at other loca- 
tions, Arguments like ‘I did not know that there was a transmitter in my 
cellar’ have to be discarded. Every culprit always claims that he was inno- 
cent. 
The life of one single German soldier has more value that the lives of 
hundreds of Russians. If we limit ourselves to shoot people who have been 
proven guilty, our actions serve no purpose. Better shoot a number of 
innocents. Since my time is taken up with meetings, you will phone me, 
at 6 pm at the latest, that people who have been released from arrest, are 
again under arrest. I order you to refrain from any further releases.” 


A report by Field Command unit 810, of 15 February 1942 introduced a new 
euphemism for executions: 

“In the village of Ikor, a Jewess was found to have a hostile attitude towards the 
Germans. Together with a three year old child and a new-born child she was 
treated in accordance with regulations.”*” 

Some further reports from the same Feldkommandantur mention: 

“Arrest of a civilian who is suspected to belong to the Jewish race.” 

“Eight persons, suspected to be Jews have been handed over to the SD at 
Eupatoria for further investigation of their identity.”** 

Such ‘imprecisions’ could only occur in reports by Wehrmacht units, Ohlendorf 
would have taken care to determine the exact racial affiliation before writing his 


reports. 


Sarabus 


Manstein’s headquarters were at Sarabus, some 15 kilometres distant from 
Simferopol. Sarabus is a tiny hamlet that does not even appear on the map of the 
Crimea in the Soviet World Atlas containing 250 maps. 

On 30 January 1942, Einsategruppe D reported that units of Sk 12 had arrived 
at Sarabus.” In its report for the period 1 January to 13 January, a staff officer at 
the Gendarmerie reported to 11th Army’s quartermaster: “Arrest of Jews, partisans 
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and other suspicious elements. Their resettlement will be taken care of in co-opera- 
tion with the SD.” 


Dchanskoy 


Report by Koriick 553, Ic, 1 January 1942, covering the period 16-31 December 
1942, sent to AOK 11, Ic/AO on special request: 


A special incident, the setting up of a Jewish concentration camp at 
Dchanskoy led to several meetings between Koriick, AOK 11, the gendar- 
merie and the SD. The SD had refused to proceed with this matter, the 
shooting of the inmates, since it did not have sufficient men at its 
disposal. After Koriick had agreed to provide men from the gendarmerie, 
the SD agreed to issue an order for this action. 

Signed: Teichmann, Major.” 


Report by town commander II/939 pursuant to order by Koriick 553, January 
1942: 

“The local Judenaktion was carried out by the Simferopol SD on 23 December 
1941.” 


Karasubasar 


Report from town commander to Koriick 553, 14 February 1942: 
“Karasubasar had 8,789 inhabitants, only one Jew. However, we succeeded in 

discovering two Jews who had gone into hiding and delivered them to the SD.” 
Poster in Russian displayed in the town square: 


To all inhabitants of Karasubasar and neighbouring townships: The town 
is put on notice that anyone who will provide assistance of any kind to 
partisans, enemy parachutists or other hostile elements, receive them or 
hide them, know about their residence and refrain from reporting it to the 
German authorities will be shot.™ 


A report from Einsatzgruppe D, 2 January 1942, stated that by the end of the 
year Karasubasar was judenfrei.® 


Feodosia 


Feodosia was one of the Crimean cities where the Red Army had made its surprise 
landings at the end of 1941and beginning of 1942. It was retaken by the Germans 
after a few days. Only the Kerch peninsula remained in Russian hands until late 
spring 1942. Manstein was thus reduced to fighting a two-front war, the Kerch 
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peninsula in the East and Sevastopol in the West. His attack on Sevastopol had to 
be postponed until the recapture of the Kerch peninsula. 

Since before the Russian landing at Feodosia, Einsategruppe D had reported on 
2 January 1942 that its Sk 10b, 11a and 11b had succeeded in rendering Feodosia 
judenfrei, This was premature, a sizeable number of future victims were left who 
had to be murdered after the Germans recaptured the city. 

On 28 February 1942, the military cown commander, Major Teichmann, sent 
a long report to Koriick 553. Major Teichmann seems to have been particularly 
proud of his accomplishments, since his paper is the longest of all the accounts of 
the deeds of the Einsatzgruppe on the Crimean peninsula. It contains many repeti- 
tions. Only the relevant parts are reproduced here: 


.. Political matters: 

.. Up to 15 February 1942, Sk 10 b shot 36 Jews, 19 members of 
the NKVD, 12 partisans and 12 youths. The 36 Jews, both men and 
women, had succeeded in hiding in the city and were uncovered by the 
Sk. Six Jews were in possession of forged passports, five had taken part in 
the mutilation of wounded German soldiers, and some had acted as 
guides for the Red Army marine soldiers, who had succeeded in landing. 

... The following arrests were immediately conducted. 
1. Michael Goldstein, Jew, guilty of mistreatment of German wounded 
and gen taken during the Russian landing. 
. Feodor Jasnitzky, Jew .. 


Report by Sk 10b, 27 March 1942, to AOK 11, describing the ‘combing’ of 
the city: The report begins with a long, self-congratulatory description of all the 
obstacles that the Sk had been able to overcome: 


1. Background of the ‘combing’: Observations made by Sk 10b during 
its cleansing operations showed that many unsecured parts remained in 
the city and were inhabited by unreliable elements. Since the front line 
was Close by, a rapid ‘combing’ was required, in order to arrest all suspects 
and then execute them. 


2. In peacetime, Feodosia was one of the main ports of the Soviet Navy 
and had always been a main pillar of Bolshevism. 


3. The work of the police and the Sk was interrupted by the landings. 
‘Combing’ had to be resumed at the earliest possible moment, since many 
inhabitants of Fedosia, who were fit for work, simply refused to appear, 
engaged in sabotage, and rendered reconstruction work difficult. Also, we 
had cause to fear new landings by the Red Army and therefore could not 
delay our action, in spite of the unexpected difficulties that had arisen. 


4. Sk 10b was too weak to conduct the whole operation in one sweep. 
The city had to be divided into four districts that were searched sepa- 
rately. (This is followed by a number of pages of self-praise, describing the 
efforts of the Sk in overcoming the unexpected difficulties that had been 
placed in its way.] 
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... The first rounding-up began on 5 March 1942 ... 351 persons 
were arrested and brought to the Sk. 64 men, who were capable of 
outdoor work, and who lingered lazily around, were sent to prisoner-of- 
war camps. 13 persons, among them 4 women, were brought into the city 
jail, the remainder were set free. The 13 arrested were guilty of the 
following offences: 

Four were Jews and two had forged passports, probably forged by 
themselves ... 

Three Jewesses likewise carried forged passports, probably forged by 
their husbands ... 

All thirteen were shot ... 

The second round-up took place on 5 March 1942. The Wehrmacht 
had put 360 soldiers at the Sk’s disposal. 447 were arrested and delivered to 
the Sk for further examination. 15 were sent to jail for ‘special treatment’. 
Six of them were Jews, three held passports forged by the NKVD, three 
were Jewesses ... After questioning, all 15 were shot. The Wehrmacht 
succeeded in seizing goods which had been hoarded. The ‘combing’ of the 
city could now be considered as having been successfully completed. 

Conclusions: For safety purposes, every house in the city was 
searched and every inhabitant carefully questioned. Unreliable elements 
were withdrawn from the city and liquidated. Security has therefore been 
improved and if a new Soviet attack should occur, the Wehrmacht has 
been brought into better positions of resistance. Our action has also 


contributed to a positive education of the population.” 





This long report is a typical display of the mentality of the men of the 
Einsatzgruppe and of the soldiers of 11th Army, who took an active part in the 
massacre. A landing by the Red Army is sufficient to cause ‘gratitude’ from the 
population for its ‘generous’ treatment by the Germans in helping them to disap- 
pear. Therefore, a re-education is required, in particular for ‘creating joy’ in 
working for the occupier, which has remained somewhat absent until now. The 
small Sk is unable to complete its assignment with its own staff. Alchough the Jews 
will be executed without further ado, many suspicious elements remain the city 
and they have to be carefully screened, before a decision is reached about their fate. 

But the Wehrmacht generously puts 300—400 soldiers at the Sk’s disposal and 
the re-education only requires a few additional days. Forgery of passports and other 
identity papers by the Jews, is particularly revolting since it delays their punish- 
ment. Property seized must be carefully put under lock and key since the men of 
the Sk and the soldiers are always eager to engage in plunder. Some elements of 
uncertainty remain, since it cannot be excluded that the “remainders of the Red 
Army, who are still capable of fighting”, will attempt a new landing. Therefore 
better defence positions have to be set up. 

A report by the town commander of Feodosia to Koriick 553 for the period 
16-30 April 1942, included: “Two persons, who were suspected of hostile 
actions, one Red Army soldier and one Jewess handed over to the SD for further 
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disposal.”*”” An attached addendum included: “During 1 the second half of April 
1942, 43 persons were executed, among them 22 Jews.”? 

In 1965 Manstein was forced to admit that Wehrmacht units had partici- 
pated at the Feodossia massacre. He wrote: “There is no excuse for the participa- 
tion of the Feldgendarmerie at the mass execution of Jews at Feodosia.” One of 
Manstein’s arguments was that the officers and soldiers of the Feldgendarmerie 
had not served in the Reichswehr and that they were ignorant of the Reichswehr's 
‘code of honour’.”” It is always the same story. “The others’ are always guilty, 


only Manstein is innocent. 


Bakhtiassaray 


Report by the town commander to Koriick 553, 28 February 1942: “In 
Backtiassaray, 90 Jews. They are not wealthy and live in modest homes. The SD 
has completed their shooting on 31 December 1942.””” ‘Shooting’ is crossed out 
in handwriting in the original, and replaced by ‘resettling”. 


The final report 


A report by Einsatzgruppe D covering the period 1 February to 15 February 1942, 
stated: “1,451 people have been shot, among them 920 Jews, 45 partisans, 12 
plunderers, saboteurs and asocial elements. Total number of our executions up to 
this date, 86,642.°”° 

On 16 April 1942, Einsatzgruppe D issued the report already mentioned at the 
beginning of the chapter, “The Crimea is free of Jews’.””” 

The Crimea was indeed free of Jews, however there remained other regions in 
Southern Russia that were under Ohlendorf’s control and he continued with his 
murders. 


Mein Fiihrer, what will be the fate of the Jews? 


Manstein put this question to Hitler in 1942. Hitler was always annoyed 
when this matter was brought to his attention. During a visit to the Berghof, 
Henriette von Schirach, the American born wife of Baldur von Schirach, former 
head of the Hitlerjugend and later Gauleiter of Vienna, mentioned to him: 


Mein Fiihrer, | happened to have seen a train carrying Jews to deportation 
at the Amsterdam railway station. It was terrible to look at those poor 
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people and they were brutally handled. Do you know about this and do 
you permit those things to happen?”™” 


Hitler immediately left the room and Henriette von Schirach was barred from 
further visits to the Berghof. 

Although Hitler had mentioned, for the first time on 30 January 1939, before 
the beginning of the war, the elimination of the Jewish race in Europe in a number 
of public speeches, he never signed a document ordering its implementation. This 
gave David Irving the opportunity of writing that the destruction of Jews was the 
sole work of Himmler, without any participation by Hitler. This is obviously 
absurd and a further example of the stories spread by David Irving. Such a unique 
and far-reaching measure could never have taken place without a sanction by 
Hitler. 

In his recollections, written in a Polish prison before his execution by hanging, 
the commander of the Auschwitz extermination camp, Rudolf Héss, confirmed 
that he was called to Himmler’s headquarters. He was told by Himmler that Hitler 
had decided upon the final elimination of all Jews who had remained in territories 
under his power. Héss was then named by Himmler as the man in charge of the 
mass exterminations in the death camps. 

Manstein testified about his talk with Hitler: 


I remember having talked about this matter with Hitler during a 
luncheon. I can’t recall the exact date. Perhaps it took place during one of 
my visits to the Fiihrerhauptquatier in 1942, or after the fall of Sevastopol, 
maybe also in autumn 1942, when my Army was sent to the North. I 
asked Hitler whether he had any future plans for the Jews. He gave me an 
evasive reply. The Jews had to be given an autonomous territory, naturally 
under our control, that meant somewhere in the East. I had already heard 
rumours that a kind of Jewish territory had been set up at Lublin.” 


Manstein’s question may appear naive since he knew what had happened to 
the Jews in the East. However, Manstein was never naive. In 1942, he knew that 
Germany stood no more chance of winning the war. Even if he still pretended to 
believe in his “draw theory’, it was clear to him that an understanding by the Allies 
with Hitler was out of the question. Therefore, post-war history had to be consid- 
ered and he knew that he would be called to account for his deeds. His question to 
Hitler was intended to prepare an alibi. 

Manstein had signed only one document with his full name, his order of the 
day of 20 November 1941, which he considered so unimportant, that he later 
declared that he could not even remember it. He had initialled a number of docu- 
ments, but he could pretend that initialling was simply a routine when a document 
was shown to him, and that he did not waste his time in reading it. He had never 
met Ohlendorf face-to-face, and felt that he could deny any of his statements. His 
question to Hitler served his purpose, to show his ‘ official ignorance.’ 
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Manstein’s responsibilty — who is a 
‘perpetrator’ of the genocide? 


Every active participant in the genocide was a ‘perpetrator’. The least important 
ones were the guards in the extermination camps, who pushed the victims into the 
gas-chambers, or the commanders of the SD, who put the final bullet in the head of 
his victims. The higher the rank of the ‘perpetrator’, the heavier his responsibility. 
No general shoots a Jew with his own hands. It is done by his low-ranking subordi- 
nates who comply with his orders. Eichmann laid his hand upon a Jew on only one 
occasion, when he slapped the Vienna Chief Rabbi Léwenherz in the face, a few 
days after the Anschluss. He immediately apologised and saw to it that Lowenherz 
remained unharmed in Vienna until the end of the war. 

Eichmann ‘only’ organised the transportation of millions of Jews from occu- 
pied Europe to the extermination camps. The executives of the German state rail- 
ways ‘only’ prepared the timetables for the trains to the camps with typical German 
diligence and saw to it that transportation of the victims was paid with the monies 
which had previously been stolen from them. Rudolf Héss was an ideal husband 
and a caring father. He never touched a Jew at Auschwitz. He ‘only’ made exact 
calculations of the gas chambers and the crematoria required for the daily disposal 
of the victims, supervised their construction and saw to it that they functioned 
without interruption. When questioned by the Polish tribunal after the war, if he 
had any feeling about his deeds, he replied that he simply found them ‘boring’.°” 

Manstein was commander in chief of an Army. The Army commander is the 
supreme territorial authority. He holds executive command over the area under 
control of his Army and is the guarantor of law and order, responsible for the fate 
of the civilian population. The IMT does provide for certain limits of his respon- 
sibility. A government could limit the authority of the military commander in 
specific instances, but as long as there were no official orders from above that 
prevented him from opposing illegal activities, he had a duty to prevent them.” 
The responsibility of Manstein for the fate of the Russians was never officially 
curtailed. The IMT granted the commander further restrictions of his responsi- 
bility. 

The commander cannot talk his way out, by stating that his government 

had dispatched people into his area who had committed crimes against 

the civilian population and engaged in murders. However, the court must 

be convinced that he neglected his personal duties. It has to be shown that 

the crimes were either committed on his personal orders or that he 

showed negligence in the supervision of his subordinates. A commander 





300 The execucion of Héss on a special gallow erected at Auschwitz was delayed for 
months, to give him the opportunity of writing his memoirs, R. Héss, Kommandant 
in Auschwitz, Munich 1985. All Holocaust historians agrree that his book is a singu- 
larly revealing document. 
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Ein strafrechtlich vorwerfbares Einverstandnis mit den Judenmorden liegt erst dann vor, wenn 1. Die 
Tatsache zur Kenntnis des Angeklagten gelangt sei und 2 . Zum rechtzeitigen Moment . “ 1067 Bei 
Kommissarbefehl hatte Manstein den Forderungen an den Armee Oberbefehlshaber genigt , bei der 
Judenvernichtung keinesfalls . Allein sein Tagesbefehl vom 20 . November 1941 genigt , ihn als einen 
Vollstrecker zu bezeichnen , denn welche Folgen der Reichenau - Befehl und dessen Nachahmer hatten , 
sind genugend bekannt . Manstein hatte direkte Meldungen erhalten von Augenzeugen von ErschiefSungen 
. Verhindern konnte er die Taten der Einsatzgruppen nicht , aber er war verpflichtet , den Meldungen 
nachzugehen und , wenn notig , persOnliche Konsequenzen aus seiner Kenntnis zu ziehen . Statt dessen hat 
er vorgezogen , die Meldungen einfach zu ignorieren . Manstein hat Meldungen Uber Judenaktionen Uber 
seinen Stab erhalten und hat sie abgezeichnet , er hat auch die vorfristige Erschiefsung der Juden in 
Simferopol verlangt . Er kann sich daher nicht damit herausreden , daf§ er von den Fallen keine Kenntnis 
hatte . 


Fur die Feststellung der Verantwortung Mansteins ist es unerheblich ob sein Tagesbefehl oder seine Taten 
mit seiner Personlichkeit vereinbar sind . Solche Analysen sind nur fiir ein Charakterbild von Bedeutung . 
Es gab nicht einen Manstein, der gegen den Arierparagraphen Protest erhob und der fiir den 
nichtarischen Arzt in Kolberg eintrat und einen zweiten Manstein auf der Krim. Dr . Jekyll und Mr . Hyde ist 
nur eine Romanfigur , es war immer der gleiche Manstein . Auch seine Motive spielen bei der Zumessung 
seiner Schuld keine Rolle . Manstein teilte die Vorurteile seiner Standesgenossen gegen Juden, aber er 
war kein Antisemit im Sinn der Judenpolitik des Dritten Reiches . Verbrecherische 

Instinkte gab es bei ihm nie . Ware er auf einen der Kriegsschauplatze versetzt worden , auf denen ihn 
Halder am liebsten gesehen hatte , er war auch als Kommandierender General des 

Afrika - Korps in Erwagung gezogen worden , wird man davon ausgehen k6énnen , dafg er einen nicht 
weniger sauberen Feldzug gefiihrt hatte als Rommel in Afrika . Von Ru&land verstand Manstein 

ebenso wenig wie die Ubrigen deutschen Generale und von der kleinen Krim mit ihrem Vélkergemisch 
verstand er Uberhaupt nichts . Wenn der Manstein der Jahre 1933 und 1934 der gleiche Mann wie der 
Manstein der Jahre 1941 und 1942 war , muf$ die Erklarung 
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Manstein’s Sichelschnitt plan was more than just a contribution. Had it been 
his only achievement, it would have been sufficient to include him among the 
greatest military minds of military history. His plan was far superior to the 
Schlieffen plan of the First World War. The Schlieffen plan contained no alterna- 
tives if its original version did not succeed. Manstein did consider alternatives, and 
proposed solutions to deal with them. Manstein was not the only commander 
whose successes were considered to be a ‘mere’ contribution. The victor of the 
battle of El-Alamein was Montgomery. In Churchill’s memoirs it was Alexander, a 
general about whom his fellow officers used to say that it was never difficult to 
search for his ideas because he had none. 

There is little doubt that Manstein, had his career taken place in the Imperial 
German Army, would have risen to the very top position to which he aspired in the 
Wehrmacht. But he could not achieve it under Hitler’s dictatorship. The historian 
Andreas Hillgruber writes: 


Bismarck was a statesman who subordinated war to politics, but left opera- 
tions to his military experts, as in the spirit of the teachings of Clausewitz. 
Under the conditions of the Bismarck era, a commander such as Manstein 
would have been recorded in history as one of the most brilliant minds that 
the Prussian-German Generalstab had produced in its 130 year history.’ 


Liddell Hart describes Manstein as the ‘most dangerous opponent’ of the 
Allies. This is one of Liddell Hart’s exaggerations, due to his boundless admiration 
for Manstein. No German general could every present a danger to the Allies. The 
Wehrmacht was far too weak. Germany had already lost the war, from the day the 
first German soldier crossed the Polish border. Generaloberst Friessner wrote: 


We know now that it had been a major mistake to start the war, and later 
to attack the Soviet Union. The leaders of the Generalstab, with 
Generaloberst Beck at their head, had opposed Hitler’s plans for war since 
before 1939. They knew that the Wehrmacht, in its structure and equip- 
ment at that time, was not up to the requirements of a modern world war. 
As responsible men, imbued with morality, they were not prepared to 
gamble the nation’s fate. 


However, there is little doubt that had he been born in one of the countries 
with which Germany was at war, Manstein would have risen there to the very top 
military. Neither Eisenhower, Montgomery nor Zhukov came close to his military 
prowess. 

Manstein’s staff officers revered him. When he was dismissed, all of them 
requested their immediate transfer. Obviously, none was eager to serve under his 
successor Model, since they knew what kind of behaviour awaited them. Whenever 
Model was given a new command, senior staff officers of his new unit requested 
their transfer. But that was not the main reason, officers had to serve even under 
the most unpleasant commanders. Manstein’s staff officers felt that his dismissal 
occurred under particularly shameful conditions, that it was only due to Hitler’s 
personal dislike of Manstein, and that his performance could not be faulted. 





1 Manstein/Fuchs, p. 139 (henceforth Hillgruber) 
2H. Friessner, Verratene Schlachten, Hamburg 1963, p. 223 (henceforth Friessner) 
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Manstein’s orders, which he issued in his curiously high-pitched voice, often 
gave the impression that he simply followed suggestions by his subordinates. 
Stahlberg wrote: 


He never used words like ‘I order you’. When he gave me an order, he 
would say: “Please take care that ... ” or “ I would be eR if you would 
arrange the following.” “Please put me in touch with ... ” Real authority is 
always linked to trust. Manstein was a Herr.” 


At the 7ruppenamt it was considered a privilege to be among Manstein’s 
pupils. All the officers taught by him later rose to high command positions. Seaton 
wrote that Manstein could be very unpleasant towards subordinates.’ But it 
depended towards whom. Manstein had little patience with officers whom he 
considered to be Kommisskopfand they quickly felt his lack of patience. One of his 
adc, Rudolf Graf, told Knopp: 


Manstein was in many ways a warm-hearted and sensitive man, qualities 
which he endeavoured to hide behind an abrasive appearance. He liked 
straightforward answers and hated false subordination. Whoever was slow 
to see the point, would quickly feel his impatience.’ 


His military superiority was acknowledged by all generals, even by the many 
who strongly disliked him as a person. Feldmarschalls senior to him, in date of 
promotion, declared themselves ready to subordinate themselves to his command, 
should a situation arise where a single supreme commander was required. 

In Soldatenleben, Manstein had written that he was born with a military inher- 
itance. He could have added that he was born with an inherent military superiority. 
Wherever he served, he showed himself to be the number one. At cadet school he 
was already the primus among the ‘Selecta’ pupils. During the First World War, 
General von Schutzendorff said that Manstein was the best adc he ever had. He had 
not completed the training of a Generalstabs officer. Prior to the First World War 
he had spent only one year at the military academy. During the war, he had gone 
through the few short weeks of the ‘Sedan’ course. Yet, as soon as Manstein joined 
the 7ruppenamt, he emerged as the most brilliant brain of the institution. 

Like other large scale institutions, world wide, the Generalstab was permeated 
by bureaucracy. Guderian endlessly pleaded for his independent Panzer arm. His 
commanding officer, Colonel von Natzmer, replied, “To hell with your Panzer, 
your vehicles have to transport flour.” With his, “leave the church in the centre of 
the village, you can’t do everything by yourself”, Manstein had immediately found 
the right reply to Guderian. 

Manstein was arrogant and very ambitious. Every talented officer is ambitious. 
Francis Bacon had written that depriving a soldier of ambition was like removing 
the spurs from a horse-rider. One of the few high commanders devoid of personal 
ambition was Moltke the elder. He said that to look at a growing tree gave him 
more pleasure than a victorious battle. He never criticized his fellow-officers, or 
officers whom he had defeated in battle. His criticism was only directed at himself. 
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After his victory over France in 1871, he wrote: “Now I have risen to the top, 
mainly through luck. And many better men have disappeared into oblivion.”® 

As the war progressed, Manstein’s unbridled ambition and his overbearing 
manner caused many of his fellow officers to view him with unease. When he was 
promoted to Feldmarschall, General Heusinger wrote to his wife: “Has he now 
reached the limit of his ambition? I don’t believe it.” The more the fortunes of war 
deserted Manstein, the more his arrogance increased. At the end, he became the 
victim of a hubris that led him to look down on his opponents. He even favoured 
absurd plans, provided they were carried out under his command. Hélie de Saint 
Marc wrote: “As men rise higher and their prestige becomes a dominant factor, 
their complacency clouds their better judgement.” 

Manstein’s contempt for the Red Army remained unaltered after his dismissal. 
When the Russians launched their major offensive against Army Group Centre in 
June 1944, Manstein had already been dismissed, but he followed operations on the 
map. When Stahlberg showed him the direction taken by the Russian armies and 
asked for his opinion, Manstein replied: “Fortunately for us, the Russians know how 
to fight, but they know nothing of the art of leadership. They will soon halt and 
await new reserves.”* The Russian generals who commanded the Bagration offensive 
and who, according to Manstein, knew nothing about the art of leadership, were 
their best commanders. They did not halt, but defeated the Wehrmacht in what 
might be called ‘the major Cannae’ of the Russo-German war. The German art of 
leadership was represented by the least capable of the Wehrmacht commanders, Ernst 
Busch, who was quickly removed and replaced by Model. Manstein’s fellow generals 
saw the Red Army command in a different light. 

Generaloberst Friessner: 


The leadership of the Red Army rose increasingly to the highest standards. 
Their generals had repeatedly visited us before Hitler came to power. 
They had taken part in our exercises. I have learned to respect them as very 
attentive and intelligent pupils. Undoubtedly, after Stalingrad, their 
performance was way beyond our expectations. They had an unsurpassed 
mastery in quick movements, in the displacement of Schwerpunkte and in 





6 Uhle-Wettler, p. 128 f 

7 Colonel de Saint-Marc was one of the officers who took part in the putsch against de 
Gaulle. He had fought valiantly in the war, was taken prisoner and escaped. After his 
arrival in France he was betrayed to the Gestapo and spent two years in the Dachau 
concentration camp, where he suffered daily torture. After the war, he fought in 
Indochina and then in Algeria. Like a number of officers of his rank, he felt betrayed 
by de Gaulle’s politics - when assuming power, de Gaulle had proclaimed that 
Algeria would remain for ever French. Saint Marc commanded the elite unit of the 
French army, the 1“ regiment of the foreign legion. After the putsch, he was sentenced 
to ten years in prison and loss of rank. De Gaulle, who was never tender with his 
enemies, recognised that Saint-Marc was an exception, solely motivated by honour 
and without any personal ambition. Saint Marc was released from prison after a few 
years, was made a commander of the Legion of Honour and became a prolific writer 
whose books are published world wide. 
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the establishment of bridgeheads which became the basis for later major 
offensives.” 


Generaloberst Halder: 


In 1941, the Red Army commanders had failed with their tactics of 
defending every inch of their soil. So it was interesting to see how they 
were able to turn to a flexible art of command. Their command opera- 
tions were the equal of the best German performances. Opposed to this, 
Hitler more and more deviated from flexible command, and became 
confined to the purely defensive, without any operational ideas. ” 


Generaloberst Guderian: 


During the war, the Red Army had an increasing number of the most 
capable commanders. Their inexhaustible reserves made it possible to 


find the best candidates for high commands." 
General der Panzertruppe Balck: 


You have to give it to the Russians! Their highest commanders are simply 
great ... All respect for their understanding, their tenacity and their talent 
of organisation.””” 


Manstein often contradicted Hitler, to his face, after he had become an army 
group commander and thus directly subordinate to Hitler. He did not hesitate to 
use strong expressions like ‘nonsense’ in his disagreements with the Fihrer. 
However, the value of such contradictions should not be exaggerated. The worst 
fate that could befall a general who contradicted the Fithrer, to his face, was 
dismissal from his command. Contrary to what German generals asserted after the 
war, objecting to Hitler face-to-face was not more dangerous than for a British 
general to protest an order by Churchill, or for an American general to voice his 
objections to Roosevelt. Contradicting Stalin was a different matter. If that 
occurred, the life of the Red Army General was in danger. 

When he felt that a danger to his career had arisen, Manstein lacked courage. 
At this point, I go into the imaginary ‘grey’ area of the tombstone that was never 
erected. 150 years earlier, the French Maréchal MacMahon had already said that 
generals are ‘the last people from whom courage can be expected’. Albrecht 
Haushofer wrote, ‘self-assurance is a personal freedom of action that can only 
rarely be found among people who appear to have freedom of action.’'? Manstein 
had shown courage when he protested against the introduction of part of ‘the 
racial’ into the army. Later, when he felt some danger to his position, he sacrificed 
his subordinates, as in the case of General Sponeck. At Stalingrad he refused to 
issue an order that could have saved the lives of thousands of soldiers. He preferred 
to follow the orders of the Pinkelstratege Hitler. 





9 Friessner, p. 222 
10 Halder, Hitler als Feldherr, Munich 1949, p. 56 
11 H. Guderian, Russian Strategy at War, in B. Liddell Hart (ed.) The Soviet Army, 
London 1956, p. 129 
12 H. Balck, Ordnung im Chaos, Erinnerungen 1893-1945, Osnabriick 1981, p. 398 
13 Hildebrandt, p. 47 
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Gerd Schmueckle, later to become a four-star general of the Bundeswehr, was 
at that time a young front-line officer. He is on record as saying that “Manstein did 
not feel it incumbent upon himself to issue an order that could have saved the lives 
of many soldiers at Stalingrad. It did not diminish our respect for his military 
capacity, but we no longer believed in his courage.” 

Manstein was never close to his soldiers. Colonel Reichhelm was Model’s la 
and was present when Manstein turned his command over to Model. Reichhelm 
told me that he had spent a few days at Manstein’s headquarters, and that he 
admired the quiet manner in which Manstein issued his orders, Since Reichhelm 
was accustomed to Model's outbursts, his admiration is not surprising. But he also 
said that he was astonished that there was no bond between Manstein and the 
front-line troops. Some people have reproached Manstein for not returning the 
salute of his subordinates. This was however unfair. Manstein’s cataracts had 
rapidly become worse and he was often unable to see others, except through a blur. 
Verlorene Siege conveyed the impression that Manstein looked at his soldiers as 
statistics. Survivors of the battle for Sevastopol appeared on Knopp’s video. They 
complained that Manstein looked at them merely as chess pieces that he moved 
around at will. They added that Manstein’s promise to Hitler, to take Sevastopol at 
all costs, before Christmas 1941, was a crime against his soldiers. 

Another part of the ‘grey’ area is Manstein’s attitude towards the ‘resistance’ 
movement. Does Manstein deserve particular praise for not having reported 
Stauffenberg and Gersdorff? None whatsoever. Had he acted as he did, while other 
generals had reported members of the ‘resistance’ movement who approached 
them, all honour would have been due to him. But no other general reported 
anyone, although many were approached. Manstein simply remained true to the 
old tradition of the German Officer Corps, that one did not report officer 
comrades. 

But Manstein’s replies to Stauffenberg and Gersdorff were simply shameless. He 
was approached by the two young officers, both of whom had decided to do what 
had to be done at the risk of their lives, namely, to kill Hitler. Stauffenberg detonated 
the bomb on 20 July 1944. When it failed to kill Hitler, Stauffenberg paid with his 
life on the same day. Gersdorff escaped, only by a miracle, when Hitler unexpectedly 
cut short his visit to the armoury. When both asked for Manstein’s support, he hid 
behind meaningless phrases, like “Prussian Feldmarschalls don’t mutiny”, or “ | am 
first, and above all, a soldier.” In other words: 


You do what you feel has to be done. If you succeed, you have created a 
new situation where I may be able to be useful. If you fail, you will lose 
your lives, but 1 will not be compromised. If things go your way and 
Kluge wants me to serve as chief of a new and genuine Generalstab, | will 
always be at the disposal of a legal government. 


In Manstein’s mind, ‘legal’ was obviously intended to mean ‘effective.’ 

During the first months of 1943, General Beck wrote a long letter to Manstein 
which he emphasised that the war could not come to a ‘favourable’ end. Manstein 
described this letter as a ‘classic review’. But he replied, in an impertinent manner, 
that a war was only lost when one admitted that it was lost. Then he reverted to his 
‘draw theory’, which was beginning to be viewed as absurd by a number of his 
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fellow generals. He then added that his military duties did not leave sufficient time 
to reply in detail to Beck’s letter. Manstein was known to spend most of his 
evenings playing bridge. Surely he could have sacrificed one or two sessions, as a 
gesture of elementary politeness. Beck was, after all, the man to whom he owed his 
early career and his subsequent rise in the military hierarchy. 

In a number of fields, such as literature and classical music, Manstein was an 
extremely well read man, in particular if one takes into account that he never 
received a higher education beyond the Aditur. After the war, in his letters to his 
wife from prison, he quoted Tolstoy and showed that he had not only read him but 
that he understood his philosophy. His conversations with Stahlberg, about 
Mozart and Bruckner, gave evidence of a knowledge and understanding of classical 
music far beyond the average amateur. 

Colonel Reichhelm told me that he met Manstein and his daughter during the 
yearly Bach-festival at Ansbach in the 1960s. During an intermission, they walked 
through the gardens and had an intensive talk about Bach’s music and various 
forms of its interpretation. Reichhelm was himself a gifted musician. He played 
second violin an amateur string quartet at the age of 90. He said that it was obvious 
to him that Manstein was well acquainted with the works of Bach, and that he had 
a clear opinion as to how they should be played. 

However, in other no less important fields, particularly world politics and 
history, Manstein understood practically nothing. Some of his statements are 
simply childish. When he encountered Alsatian soldiers in French uniforms, he 
wrote that, “it was tragic to meet these wonderful German boys as enemies.”'* The 
tragic fate of the Alsatians, condemned to live at regular intervals under German or 
French domination, entirely escaped him. 

King Michael I of Romania, of the Hohenzollern dynasty, became the 
‘treacherous Hohenzollern offspring.’ “Who could guess that a member of the 
Hohenzollern dynasty would betray Germany?”'? Manstein could well have 
expressed himself in similar manner about the British royal family that changed 
its German name Battenberg to Windsor only during the First World War. 

Manstein then attacked Churchill: “In his hatred of Hitler and his regime, and 
of Prussian Germany, Churchill simply overlooked the greater danger that threat- 
ened Europe, i.e. the Soviet Union and Stalin.”’® A greater danger than Hitler? 
Churchill had written: “No one for the last twenty-five years, has been a more 
consistent opponent of Communism than I. I will unsay no word that I have 
spoken about it.”"” Any ally in the struggle against Hitler was obviously welcome to 
him. But it was Hitler who increasingly admired Stalin. Hitler often expressed his 
regret that he had not proceeded against his own generals, as Stalin did with the 
leadership of the Red Army, during the years of the Great Terror. 

In his unpublished memoirs, Generaloberst Adam wrote that Rundstedt and 
his fellow generals who sat on the Ehrenhof (the court of honour) which expelled 
officers involved in the plot of July 20 from the army and delivered them into the 
hands of the monstrous Freisler at the people’s court, had forever forfeited their 





14 Verlorene Siege, p. 134. 

15 Ibid, p. 289 

16 Ibid, p. 155 f 

17. W. Churchill, The Grand Alliance, Boston 1950, p. 371 
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Aber Manstein hat einen Tagesbefehl erlassen , der den Ausschreitungen der 

Truppe freie Bahn lief§ . Er hat die Juden nicht gejagt , er sah sie nur als Storenfriede , hat die Taten der 
Einsatzgruppe D begiinstigt und seine Armee an ihnen teilnehmen lassen. Manstein hat Meldungen von 
Augenzeugen Uber MassenerschieBungen erhalten . Anstatt sie beiseite zu schieben und in seinen 
Memoiren zu schreiben , er habe von den Greueltaten erst nach dem Krieg erfahren , war es seine Pflicht , 
ihnen nachzugehen und bei Hitler ihretwegen vorstellig zu werden . Ware er erfolglos geblieben , was 
sicher der Fall gewesen ware , hatte er seinen Dienst quittieren mUussen , anstatt selber einen Teil der 
Verantwortung zu Ubernehmen. Hatte Manstein so gehandelt , ware er als Held in die Geschichte der 
genialen Heerfiihrer eingegangen und sein Nachfolger ware mit dem auf ihm lastenden Odium befleckt 
worden . Behauptungen , wie sie beispielsweise Breithaupt aufstellt , dafé man die Greuel vor ihm 
verheimlichen mufste , um seine militarischen Aufgaben nicht zu gefahrden , konnen beiseite geschoben 
werden . 


Breithaupt schreibt : , Der Feldmarschall mu den Kopf frei haben fiir seine operativen Fuhrungsprobleme 
. Er liegt ohnehin standig im Sachstreit mit Hitler. Wird er auch noch mit diesen Fragen belastet — seien das 
systembedingte Erkenntnisse , seien das Fragen kinftiger Politik - so fuhrt das unter Umstanden zu 
Weiterungen , die in kurzester Zeit seine Abldsung zur Folge haben . Dabei ist der Feldmarschall 
unentbehrlich , erst recht nach einem gelungenen Staatstreich . “ ! die sich ausgerechnet auf Oberst Finkh 
bezieht , der selber eine der Meldungen an Manstein erstattet hatte . Der Feldmarschall durfte eben 
seinen Kopf nicht frei haben , im Gegenteil , ein Untergebener , der von solchen Vorgehen Kenntnis hatte , 
muf&te sie inm sofort melden, weil es um Wichtigeres als seine Fuhrungsaufgaben ging , namlich um seinen 
Ruf in der 

Geschichte . 
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That Manstein, even after the war, refused to acknowledge any guilt, cast an 
irremovable stain on his reputation. A poem by Franz Grillparzer contains the 


verse: 


Und die Grisse ist gefahrlich, 
und der Ruhm ein leeres Spiel; 
was er gibt, sind nichtige Schatten 
was er nimmt, es ist so viel. 


Manstein’s memoirs were among the first to appear after the war, and became 
the bench-mark for those who followed suit. Were Manstein and his fellow 
generals naive in their belief that subsequent generations would accept their argu- 
ments? 

Friedrich writes: 

If one takes the statements of all the accused, it means that in the territo- 

ries under Soviet authority, in 1940, total secrecy permitted 3,000 

policemen, under the watchful eyes of more than 3 million German 

soldiers, in full view of 60 million Soviet citizens under German rule, to 
murder more than 2 million people, without anyone saying a word about 

the events to any Wehrmacht General. That was the argument of an entire, 

German, post-war, generation. Obviously, it is unbelievable. 


Albrecht Haushofer was under no compulsion to make any public confession 
of any guilt. He paid with his life for his part in the ‘resistance’ movement. Yet he 
felt that he had a responsibility which he had to transmit to future generations. In 
his 39th “Moabiter Sonnet” he wrote: 


Ich trage leicht an dem, was das Gericht, 

mir Schuld benennen wird; an Plan und Sorgen; 
Verbrecher wiir ich, hatte ich fiir das Morgen 
des Volkes nicht geplant, aus eigener Pflicht. 
Doch schuldig bin ich anders als Ihr denkt, 
Ich musste frither meine Pflicht erkennen, 

Ich musste scharfer Unheil Unheil nennen, 
mein Urteil hab ich viel zu lang gelenkt ... 
Ich klage mich in meinem Herzen an, 

Ich habe mein Gewissen jahrelang betrogen, 
ich hab mich selbst und andere belogen, 

ich kannte frith des Jammers ganze Bahn, 

ich hab gewarnt — nicht hart genug und klar! 
und heute weiss ich, was ich schuldig war:“” 


Haushofers 36th sonnet could well have been written for Manstein: 


Den ersten reut vielleicht, was er getan, 
den zweiten hichstens was er unterliess. 





20 Kosthorst p. 183. The ‘Moabiter Sonette’ are a collection of poetry which Haushofer 
wrote in Moabit prison while awaiting his execution. He was shot by an SS-command 
during the last days of the war. 
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Den dritten reut, dass er nicht schérfer stiess, 
dem Abgrund niher, seiner Kugel Bahn 

Ein vierter jammert noch um Amt und Rang 
Der néchste fihlt von allem sich entlastet. 


Even Keitel, Hitler's most obedient servant among the Feldmarschdlle, finally 
recognised his guilt and walked ‘like a man’ to the gallows. Manstein kept his 
silence to the very end. 

Manstein compounded his crimes in the Crimea by introducing a deliberate 
policy of famine. It caused many among the civilian population, not only Jews, to 
die of hunger.”’ For another part of the ‘black’ half of the imaginary tombstone, 
Manstein must share the blame with his fellow commanders. They continued to 
pursue a senseless war, for close on three years, when it was apparent that defeat was 
already inevitable. Millions of soldiers and civilians lost their lives for nothing. 

In 1996, Father Lothar Groppe, SJ, published a devastating criticism of 
Manstein a Berlin newspaper. Father Groppe, born in 1929, is the son of General 
Theodor Groppe. In September 1939, General Groppe had ordered the soldiers of 
his division to shoot at a mob who intended to start a pogrom against the Jews who 
had remained in the Sarre area. After castigating Manstein’s infamous order of the 
day of 20 November 1941, which he calls ‘one of the most shameful documents 
ever issued by a German officer’, Lothar Groppe wrote: “It must have been clear to 
Manstein’s brilliant mind that, after Stalingrad, the war was lost. How could his 
conscience permit him to sacrifice millions of additional military casualties and 
civilian dead, only to satisfy the Pinkelstratege, as he often contemptuously referred 
to Hitler? 

When Manstein wrote that ‘the soldier has no right to refuse obedience’, he 
shows that for an officer of his high rank he is surprisingly ill-informed. At the 
cadet school in Lichterfelde, where he began his schooling, he could not have failed 
to see the plate with the words: “Prussian obedience is the consequence of a free 
decision and not of obsequiousness.” In the offices of the Bendlerstrasse, where he 
worked for years at the 7ruppenamt and at the Generalstab, the walls are adorned 
with the words of Moltke the elder: “Obedience is a principle, but man stands 
above principle.” 

One cannot demand of anyone that they kill a criminal tyrant if their 
conscience forbids such an act. But one must expect that every high-placed 
commander should show an equal respect for the fate of his subordinates. 
Manstein is dead. He now has to answer to ‘another judge’. But his subservience, 
which cost millions of soldiers and civilians their lives, can never be forgotten. 
Compared with this guilt, all his achievements descend to total insignificance. 

Father Groppe concluded his article with a reference to his father. He wrote: 


A German general, who did not demand that ‘harsh punishment’ be 

meted out to the Jews, but who protected Jews against the actions of an 

enraged mob, had written: “A commander is responsible for the well- 

21 For details, the recent doctoral thesis of Dr. Manfred Oldenburg, Jdeologie und 

militérisches Kalkiil — die Besatzungspolitik der Wehrmacht in der Sowjetunion, 

Cologne 2004. Dr. Oldenburg is able to substantiate every statement of his with 
incontrovertible documentary evidence. 
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being of his subordinates and, if circumstances require it, he has to sacri- 
fice his life for their well-being. This was the spirit in which officers of the 
Imperial German Army were brought up.” Never can Manstein be 
considered to have been a role model. 


The late Clemens Graf von Kageneck, a highly decorated Panzer officer, 
holder of the Knight’s Cross with Oak Leaves, told me that he happened to 
encounter Manstein by chance, during the last weeks of the war. He had implored 
Manstein to support his active fellow generals, with his moral authority, in their 
refusal to carry out Hitler’s ‘Nero’ order, calling for the destruction of all German 
infrastructure. Manstein refused and replied: “The principle of obedience to 
highest authority has to prevail.”” 

After the war, the German commanders tried to justify themselves by claiming 
that the Allied demands for unconditional surrender, and the rules laid down at 
Yalta and Potsdam, left them no choice but to continue fighting to the bitter end. 
This cannot be taken seriously. The demand for unconditional surrender took 
place in 1943, when Stalingrad was already ‘past history’. Yalta was almost at the 
end of the war. The Potsdam conference took place after the German surrender. 

Another argument of the commanders was equally spurious. It was expressed 
in the hope that the alliance between Russia and the Western allies would break 
apart to Germany’s benefit. Indeed, there was often tension in the alliance. At first, 
when Stalin complained about the Allied delays in opening a second front, and 
later, towards the end of the war, when it became evident that Stalin would create 
what Churchill called the ‘iron curtain’. But once Hitler’s crimes had become 
common knowledge, any understanding with Hitler was unthinkable for Franklin 
D. Roosevelt and Winston Churchill. Until his death, Roosevelt had some illu- 
sions about Stalin. But Churchill never wavered in his mistrust of Stalin’s inten- 
tions. However, Hitler was never an alternative for Churchill. 

Scruples were a minor concern with Stalin, who was always guided by his own 
interests, and the alliance with the Western Allies served him well. On the ground, 
his troops were beating the Germans in every encounter after 1942. The fact that 
the Red Army continued to bear the brunt of the fighting on the ground, 
convinced him that Western opposition to his plans for Eastern Europe would 
remain within boundaries acceptable to him. 

Stalin was never above cheating others, but he did not suffer being cheated 
himself, On 22 June 1941, Hitler succeeded in cheating Stalin into the belief that 
he, Hitler, would faithfully abide by the Hidler-Stalin pact, as indeed Stalin himself 
had done. This belief in Hitler cost Stalin millions in casualties and prisoners-of- 
war. It brought the German Army close to Moscow, Leningrad and then deep into 
the Ukraine, before Stalin was able to assemble his greater strength, and deal the 
Germans their first decisive defeat at Moscow. Surely, he would never expose 
himself to a second deceit by Hitler. 

So, who benefited from the senseless continuation of the war? Some generals 
got additional decorations, others were promoted, until they in turn were sent 
home, 


22 Feldmarschall im Zwiespalt, in Markische Zeitung, December 10, 1996 
23 Letter from Kageneck to the author, September 6, 2004 
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On 23 September 1918, Ludendorff had gone to the Emperor and declared 
that Germany could no longer win the war. He said that an armistice had to be 
sought, with power transferred to the parliamentarians, as they were in a better 
position to negotiate. True, Ludendorff spoiled part of his patriotic action by 
adding the sentence: “Let them (the parliamentarians) now eat the soup they’ve 
cooked.” It was a statement that gave birth to the ‘stab-in-the-back’ legend. But 
two months earlier, the German Army had stood for the second time at the gates of 
Paris. A number of French ministers seriously favoured leaving Paris and retiring to 
the South. In September 1918, the Imperial Army was still much stronger than was 
the Wehrmacht after Stalingrad. Was no Wehrmacht commander capable of 
matching Ludendorff's patriotism? 

To this very day, German historians continue to search for an explanation of 
Manstein’s ‘split personality’. None of their explanations is successful. Probably 
there is no such thing as the absolute truth. At his only meeting with Manstein, 
Rommel had called him an ‘illusionist’. But this was caused by Manstein’s state- 
ment to him that Hitler would relinquish supreme command and turn it over to 
him, if the situation turned to despair. Rommel had never served in the East. At the 
time of his meeting he was certainly unaware of Manstein’s crimes. 

Guido Knopp ended his chapter on Manstein with the words: “ He was a 
soldier — not less, but certainly not more.”** Obviously, a Feldmarschall is more 
than just a soldier. But with his endless repetitions of ‘I am a soldier’, ‘we soldiers’, 
Manstein has certainly contributed to Knopp’s statement. Professor Yehuda 
Wallach wrote: “Manstein was perhaps a good expert commander, but he was a 
small man.” Manstein was more then ‘perhaps a good expert commander”, and he 
was certainly not ‘a small man.”” 

In his account of a meeting between Manstein and the last German ambas- 
sador to Britain, Herbert Dirksen, Stahlberg came closer to the truth. He wrote: 


In a way, the paths taken by both men, Ludendorf and Manstein, were 
similar. Both had served their country in high-level positions, both had 
become the victims of dictators who followed old established rules, but 
only as long as they were of use to them. I got the impression that they 
simply lived in a wrong generation. Neither was apparently able to grasp 
that what was the rule in the 19th century was no longer valid in the 
20th. 


Professor Kosthorst, who is highly critical of Manstein, added: 


The Feldmarschall believed in an illusionary transposition of the princi- 
ples of the Imperial State into Hitler's Fithrerstaat. He apparently felt 
compelled to serve it in total obedience. In this faulty logic he was unable 
to believe in the crimes that were reported to him, since he considered it 
unthinkable to serve a criminal.” 


24 Knopp, p.226. 

25 Y. Wallach, ‘Feldmarschall von Manstein und die deutsche Judenausrottung in Russland, 
in the annual of the institute for German history, Tel Aviv university, 4/1975, p. 472 

26 Stahlberg, p. 383. 

27 Kosthorst, p. 204 


MANSTEIN, THE MAN-CONCLUSION 391 


In Verlorene Siege, Manstein turned into a censor of all his fellow commanders. 
It was an attitude which had led Der Spiegel to describe him as ‘the most self-satis- 
fied’ of German military memoir writers. What Manstein did was not only 
contrary to German officers’ tradition, it was also unnecessary since, with the 
exception of Halder, he had no personal accounts to settle. Manstein used a perfid- 
ious method. At first, he is highly complimentary about the victims of his pen, then 
a poisoned arrow is introduced, and at the end the compliments again emerge. 

One of his main targets was Brauchitsch, an easy victim, since he died before 
Verlorene Siege and thus could not defend himself. A conflict between Manstein 
and Brauchitsch had arisen even before the war. In 1936, Brauchitsch commanded 
the East Prussian Wehrkreis. Beck had given him specific instructions for a war- 
game and ordered Manstein to be present when the conclusions were presented. 
Brauchitsch’s conclusions did not meet with approval by Beck or Manstein. 
General Heusinger wrote that the incident led to a latent hostility between 
Manstein and Brauchitsch that never abated.” 

Manstein wrote about Brauchitsch with an opening compliment: 


He was a very capable commander. But he did not belong to the very top 
class of high commanders, like von Fritsch, Beck, von Rundstedt, von 
Bock and Ritter von Leeb. Nevertheless, he has to be considered as one of 
the top generals, and he had certainly shown the capacity to act as 
commander in chief of the army. (Then follow the poisoned arrows.) I 
will not deny him a strong will-power, although this was mainly negative. 
He let decisions be proposed to him rather than reaching them himself. 
Perhaps he avoided this because he felt that he was not up to a personal 
decision. He was not a fighter by nature ... He could never win the 
complete trust of his subordinates and of his soldiers ... His unquestion- 
able charm never conveyed the impression of personal warmth ... (At last, 
the usual final compliment.) Regarding Brauchitsch’s relationship with 
Hitler, | am convinced that this basically noble man was simply destroyed 
by that ruthless dictator.” 


Manstein’s description of Brauchitsch calls for some comment. Before the 
war, Beck, Fritsch, Rundstedt, Bock and Leeb belonged to the very top league of 
commanders. During the war, neither Fritsch nor Beck held any command, and 
the performances of Bock, Rundstedt and Leeb hardly deserve the compliments 
that Manstein showers on them. They certainly did not show themselves superior 
to Brauchitsch. 

During his lifetime Manstein would never know what his fellow generals really 
thought of him. His reputation had remained at such a height that no one dared to 
go public with their opinions. General Heusinger wrote almost daily to his wife. In 
a number of his letters he did not hide his contempt of Manstein, but in public, he 
was always full of praise. After Manstein died, the constraints disappeared. The 
opinions of Paulus and of Heusinger have already been mentioned, and other 
voices joined the chorus. Generaloberst Beck, who took his own life on 20 July 


28 Heusinger, Kopf, p. 40 
29 Verlorene Siege, p. 71 ff 
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1944, had already voiced his contempt of Manstein, in particular in his talks with 
the ambassador, Ulrich von Hassell, who was hanged after 20 July 1944. 

On one occasion, von Hassell had described all the Feldmarschalls as a ‘bunch 
of hopeless sergeants’. 

Beck: “Although I have appreciated him for years, I felt no regret at his 
dismissal.””” 

Beck described the disappointing attitude of his former Wunderkind protégé 
as ‘the result of his weakness of character.”*! 


Manstein’s attitude is better understood by his weak character than by his 
statements that ‘one has to do everything to prevent the Russians from 
entering Germany’. Such an event would not result from a successful 
putsch, but rather from a failed coup d état that prolonged a senseless war 
and unavoidably brought the Russians into Germany. 


“Beck intended to defer Manstein and Paulus to a court-martial if he was 
invested with the necessary authority.” 

Generaloberst Halder: “Manstein was always the prototype of the Junker and 
the militarist, to whom the brutality of Ludendorff, and his indifference to the 
means employed, was his model and his personal law.”™ 

“Manstein searched for a direct relation with Hitler behind my back. He 
succeeded.”*° 

Albert Speer: “Loyalty! A word constantly used, not only by Keitel and 
reer 4 but also by Blomberg, Manstein and Kluge, to put an end to their 
doubts.” 

The historian Andreas Hillgruber quotes: “Manstein’s failure and guilt is due 
to his incapacity to realise that the exceptional situation of the years 1933-1945 
could not be compared to previous Prussian ‘moral’ commands.”” 

Probably the best portrait of Manstein has been recently painted by Philipp 
von Boeselager, on the ARD video, ‘Hitler’s soldiers’: 


Manstein was the outstanding strategic head of the Wehrmacht. He 
possessed an artistic brain, he was certainly no Kommisskopf. His under- 
standing was razor-sharp. He was well read and had an extraordinary 
memory. He knew how to command, he did not run along the front but 
he prepared his every step carefully. He never reported a comrade, as that 
was ‘not done’ by a German officer. But he never dared to contradict 
Hitler in questions of real importance. When he received reports of the 
murder of thousands of Jews and gypsies in the area of his command, he 
simply refused to listen. As Feldmarschall he had to take responsibility for 
deeds committed in the rear of his command area. If he was not prepared 

30 Knopp, p. 211 
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33 A. Kluge, Schlachtenbeschreibung, Olten 1974, p. 274 
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to do this, he should have remained a battalion commander. He should 
have taken a political step against Hitler, but he was never able to do this. 
He would probably have been dismissed, but his life was not at stake. The 
soldier risks his life daily, a Feldmarschall has a greater duty to risk his 
head. The German Generals of the Second World War were no military 
failures, they were superior to the commanders of the First World War. 
But they were political failures. They alone had the power to put a stop to 
the continuation of a war already lost.* 


Four-star General of the Bundeswehr, Dr Giinther Kiessling: 


My feelings about Manstein have always been ambivalent. | recognised 
the value of his military leadership and felt that his burial with military 
honours was justified. But, with him, not all that glittered was gold. In his 
biography of Stauffenberg, Wolfgang Venohr shows the shady side of his 
character, and the memoirs of Alexander Stahlberg have greatly increased 


: 39 
my reservations. 


When Manstein died in 1973, the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung wrote in its 
obituary: 

The perfection of military art turns into a farce, if criminal mentality 
pervades a country’s leadership to the point where an officer can use his 
military knowledge to prolong senseless butchery. The most typical 
example of this dilemma, in Germany in this century, is presented by the 
personality and the actions of Generalfeldmarschall von Lewinski, named 
von Manstein. Victories that Manstein describes in his memoirs as ‘lost’ 
victories, increased the disaster, instead of putting an end to it. Military 
knowledge was thus perverted into a contribution to inhumanity.” 


As the years have gone by, criticism of individual commanders such as 
Manstein has given way to attacks against the Wehrmacht. This is logical, a general 
does not shape world history unless he takes one step further and, like Bonaparte, 
Eisenhower and de Gaulle, he becomes his country’s ruler. But when writing about 
the Wehrmacht, authors stand on the brink of an abyss. 

On the tactical and operational levels, the Wehrmacht was without doubt the 
best of all armies of the Second World War. Even in the battles it lost, and in the 
disasters of the last year of the war, it inflicted more casualties on its enemies than it 
suffered on its own side. It had the best generals and, in particular, the best corps 
and divisional commanders. However, strategically it was a failure, and wars are 
won by strategy. 

In moral values, the German generals of the Second World War showed them- 
selves to be dismal failures. Gersdorff wrote: 


In my opinion, during the First World War, the commanders of German 
Army Groups were not up to the military standards of Generals such as von 
Manstein, von Bock and von Rundstedt. But they showed more character 


38 ARD Video ‘Hitler's soldiers’ and the accompanying book, Berlin 1998, p. 161 f. 
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than the German commanders of the Second World War. I know that it 
was easier for Generals in the Imperial Army to keep their old established 
values, because they could be certain that the leadership of the country 
would not issue orders to them which were incompatible with their military 
honour. Certainly my late father, and many of his comrades, would have 
reacted more forcefully, had they been issued the orders given to the 
Generals of the Wehrmacht. Contrary to many opinions advanced after the 
end of the Second World War, I am convinced that the idea of ‘resistance’ 
had stronger roots in the German Empire than in the Third Reich, By ‘resis- 
tance,’ | mean that more attention was paid to conscience than to obedi- 
ence. Prussian history can show many examples where such ‘resistance’ led 
to action. Perhaps the many oaths which the soldiers had to swear, first to 
the Emperor-King, than to Ebert, Hindenburg, and finally to Hitler, have 
had a nefarious, even wicked, influence.” 


In Goethe's Faust, part one, Faust exclaims: “ Was Du ererbt von Deinen Viatern 
hast, erwirb es um es zu besitzen” (What have you inherited from your ancestors? 
take good care to continue to abide with it). The Wehrmacht commanders had 
inherited many virtues from their ancestors, but they chose to cast them aside. 
Personalities like General Groppe, did not belong to the mainstream, they were 
exceptions. In 1933, Generaloberst von Hammerstein-Equord said to Secretary of 
State Ernst von Weizsacker: “Hitler happens to be our destiny. We have to bear 
with him for ten years.”** His timetable was wrong by only two years. The 
remainder of his statement must be ignored, since in 1933 the Generals could have 
prevented that destiny. 

The Bundeswehr has made great efforts to distance itself from the traditions of 
the Wehrmacht. but as frequently happens in Germany, it jumped from one 
extreme to the other. Goethe had already complained that Germans have a 
tendency of ‘searching for extremes’. (dass der Deutsche alles bis zu einem Aussersten 
treibet!). No army can be built up without traditions from its predecessor, however 
it is difficult to discover Wehrmacht traditions which should be perpetuated in the 
Bundeswehr. Military parades, such as those in France on 14 July and 11 
November, and in Britain on the Queen’s birthday, do not take place in Germany. 
A unit of the Bundeswehr took part in the farewell ceremony for Alexander Haig at 
SHAPE. Adelbert Weinstein wrote in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung: 


The intimidated young soldiers who represented the Bundeswehr at 
Cateau looked like a military caricature. Many stumbled when they 
attempted to keep pace in marching. Their uniforms did not fit. The 
inspector-general must have felt his stomach turning upside down.” 


Conceivably, the main inheritance of the Wehrmacht has been to turn a nation 
that had always been proud of its soldiers, into the most anti-militaristic nation in 
Europe. 
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In the concluding chapter of his book, Héhe-und Wendepunkte deutscher 
Militdrgeschichte, Uhle-Wettler wrote: “Perhaps German military history has 
reached its end.”“* Given the misery that the German military brought upon the 
world, during the Second World War, one has to render thanks to destiny. 

In 1834, Heinrich Heine had already foreseen what was liable to happen one 
day. “If you hear it crash, like you never have heard it crash before, then know, ‘the 
German thunder’ has finally broken loose. A drama will be played in Germany that 
will make the French Revolution appear to have been a harmless idyll.” 

Uhle-Wertler added: “One thing is certain. If German military history has 
come to an end, something disappears which many nations would view with 
respect. Were it their own history, they would look at it with the highest esteem.” 
There has never been a lack of respect for German military prowess. But after the 
Second World War, no esteem can remain for the Wehrmacht and its commanders, 
who succeeded in perverting their traditions of many generations. 

Martin van Creveld emphasizes: 


Nothing in my study of the fighting power of the Wehrmacht should be 
construed as an acquittal of the Wehrmacht from its responsibility for 
the events of 1939-1945. On the contrary, the outstanding organisa- 
tion of the Wehrmacht, particularly at the lower level, and the totally 
professional Officer Corps, made it possible for them to be used as an 
instrument of a ruthless policy of aggression, accompanied by many 
crimes against humanity. A great majority of its officers and its soldiers 
were ready to obey the most criminal orders, and to participate in their 
execution. Although the Wehrmacht did not start the war, did not create 
the concentration camps, and did not decide upon the extermination of 
the Jews, those crimes could not have been committed without its active 
assistance. What remains is a heavy guilt from which there can be no 
acquittal. I can only hope that the Germans will never endeavour to 
acquit themselves. 


Martin van Creveld is a favourite of German revisionist historians because he 
extols the fighting qualities of the Wehrmacht. All their books are full of quotations 
from his works. This paragraph could be found only after a lengthy search in an 

‘irritated’ chapter by Andreas Broicher in Soldaten der Wehrmacht. *° 


Kunrat von Hammerstein, son of the Generaloberst: 


The commanders of the Wehrmacht, most of whom were no National- 
Socialists, bear a heavy responsibility that they cannot pass on to Hitler. 
Therefore one should not create anew commander ‘myth’, to further the 
setting up of a new Wehrmacht.” 


General of the Bundeswehr Dr Kiessling: 


Obedience is a duty for every soldier, but it is not identical for all ranks. 
The higher the rank, the more ‘contradiction’ to orders is not only 








44 Uhle-Wertler, p. 279 

45 Uhle-Wertler, p. 279 

46 Soldaten Wehrmacht, p. 446 

47 Frankfurter Hefte, 11, 1986, p. 454 
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possible, but becomes a duty. The fate of the Wehrmacht leadership was 
determined by its weak and late ‘contradictions’ that therefore remained 
unnoticed. The ‘contradictions’ were necessary when it became evident 
that the war was lost. In spite of that knowledge, the commanders of the 
Wehrmacht chose to obey the dictator and continue a useless war. No one 
can absolve them from that guilt. 


Conceivably all traditional military history has come to an end. Every era has 
its termination. In the fifth act of Shakespeare’s “Troilus and Cressida’, Hector 


says: 


The end crowns all, 
And that old common arbitrator, Time, 
Will one day end it. 


Great powers, that wage war against others, have disappeared. All that remains 
is one military superpower. When it takes to arms we no longer see a traditional 
war, but an execution, in which computers and other technological elements, play 
a more important part than the commanders. Saint-Marc wrote: “Modern wars are 
conducted with aims that remain unclear. The demands of the media exceed the 
requirements of the battlefield. The real ‘aims’ of war become more and more 
obscure”. 

This German book was completed six months after the end of the Iraq war. It 
is doubtful if many remember that the coalition troops were commanded by a 
General Franks, But most know about the Cruise missiles and Stealth bombers. 

A second form of modern war, the guerrilla war, is beyond the capacity of 
traditionally schooled commanders. The victors are men like Tito, or the Viet- 
namese General Giap, who have never undergone any traditional military training. 
After the end of the Vietnam War, an American Colonel said to a Vietnamese 
Colonel: “You know that you have never vanquished us on the battlefield.” The 
Vietnamese Colonel pondered his reply for a brief moment and said: “This may 
indeed be true, but it is of no importance.”® 








48 Warum sie trotz allem nicht aufgegeben habenin Das Parlament, 28. April/S Mai 1995, 
p.4 
49 F. Uhle-Wettler, Der Krieg. Gestern — Heute — Morgen, Hamburg 2001, p. 178 
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Generaloberst Ludwig Beck (Ullstein Bild) 
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Generaloberst Guderian 
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Generaloberst Heinz Guderian (Biblio Verlag) 
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Generaloberst Franz Halder (Biblio Verlag) 
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Generaloberst Hermann Hoth (Biblio Verlag) 
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Marshal of the Soviet Union Andrei Yeremenko (Biblio Verlag) 
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Generaloberst Alfred Jodl (Ullstein Bild) 
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Generalfeldmarschall Wilhelm Keitel (Biblio Verlag) 
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Generalfeldmarschall Erich von Manstein, 1943 (Ullstein Bild) 
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A post-war photograph of von Manstein, taken in the early 1950s (Ullstein Bild) 
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Generalfeldmarschall Walter Model (Biblio Verlag) 
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Generalfeldmarschall Walter von Reichenau (Ullstein Bild) 
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Marshal of the Soviet Union Georgi Zhukov (Biblio Verlag) 
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Generalmajor Henning von Tresckow (Ullstein Bild) 
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Marshal of the Soviet Union Vasili Chuikov (Biblio Verlag) 
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Generaloberst Kurt Zeitzler (Biblio Verlag) 
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Memorial headstone of Khrushchev at Novodevichy Cemetary (Biblio Verlag) 
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